PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ENERGY DIVISION RESOLUTION E-4906
June 21, 2018

RESOLUTION

Resolution E-4906 Approval , with modifications , of Southern California Edison
Company’ ,facific Gas and Electric Company ,sand San Diego Gas & Electric
C o mp a mrohib#&ted resources restrictions for demand response programs as
directed in Resolution E-4838, andassociatedVerification Plan.

PROPOSED OUTCOME:

1 This Resolution approves, with modifications, prohibited resource terms and
conditions and Verification Plan proposed by Southern California Edison
Company (SCE), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and San Diego Gas
& Electric Company (SDG&E) ( t h e * U for dll affecte@ demand response
(DR) programs.

1 This Resolution directs the Utilities to file Application swith interval meter and
data logger unit and install ation costs and functionalities, and affected customer
incentive levels and load reductions.

SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS:
1 There is no impact on safety.

ESTIMATED COST:
1 Approves the Utilities’ request to shift existing dema
estimated costs of $375,00Q(statewide verification administrator ) and $222,000
(for the test installation of interval meters and data loggers).!

1In AL 3653-E et al. at 8, the Utilities state that, because this estimate is based on the
Consultant’”s initial survey of 33 customers, t
distribution of customers selecting the different attestation scenarios varies, and actual
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1 Approves SDG&E’' s request to shift $938,498 in e
from the 2018-2022DR portfolio to cover the costs of implementing the
prohibition .

1 Authorizes PG&E to shift $75,000 from its 20182022 DR portfolio to cover the
costs of modifying its web po rtal for attestation management.

By Advice Letter 3542E-A (Southern California Edison Company), 4991E-B (Pacific
Gas and Electric Company), and 3031E-A (San Diego Gas & Electric Company),
filed on June 15, 2017; Advice Letter AL 3653E (Southern California Edison
Company), AL 5138-E (Pacific Gas and Electric Company), and AL 3108E (San
Diego Gas & Electric Company), filed on September 1, 2017.

SUMMARY

This Resolution consolidates Advice Letters (AL) 3542E-A et al., which implements

the prohibition of certain resources in Demand Response (DR), and AL 3653-E et al.,

which approves a Verification Plan associated with the prohibition. We take this

step to ensure consistent reviewresoudesappr OV:
tariff and contract language changes across all affected DR programs and pilots.

These Advice Letters collectively contain Utility terms and conditions to implement

the Commission order on prohibited resources applicable to Utility DR programs

and pilots, and the implementation of the associatedaudit verification mechanism

for prohibited resources as directed in D.16-09-0562

This Resolution approves, with modifications, the prohibited resources restrictions
proposed by the Utilities to apply to affected DR programs and pilots, as directed in
D.16-09-056 and Resolution 4838, and consistent with the extension request
approved by the Commission Executive Director on December 29, 2017. The dates

costs oflogger and meter installations are realized. The Utilities suggest that the actual
budget would be split by the Utilities pro -rata according to the number of customers.
2D.16-09-056 Ordering Paragraphs (OPs) 2-5 at 2842
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listed in the extension approval indicated due dates for specific tasks contingent
upon Commission approval of this resolution. 3

This resolution also approves,wi t h modi fi cations, the Utilit
Prohibited Resources in Demand Response Pr oc
conduct a test pilot of interval meter and data logger installation s, with a budget cap

of $185000 and a contingency fund of $37,0000n 10 percent of customers who have

attested to owning a prohibited resource that is not used to reduce load during DR

events.

For AL 3542 EA et al., in order to clarify for customers the verification activities and
requirements, we require that Utilities, in their tariffs, schedules, contracts, and any
associated special conditionsdo the following :

1.Stri ke any reference to the loggesorontergal ' s nee
meters upon the verification administrator
2. Clarify that conditions of participation in affected DR programs require
attestations that are subject to verification;
3. Accept commercial and industrial customer electroni ¢ o r sigrmaturesc k ”
verified by either third -party authentication or another process that does not
require authentication software ;
4. Accept aggregator s’ attest amProgramfrear ms f or
2019,
5. Accepta g g r e g atésttiors forms for D RAM customers for 2018 and 2019.
These forms are to be stored by aggregatorsand made available to the
verification administrator and the Commission upon request ;
6. Accept their own (utility) forms from aggregators submitting updated or new
attestations beginning January 2,2019. Aggregators will submit new attestations
as part of Utilities’ add / del ete for ms.

3 Letter from Commission Executive Director Timothy Sullivan granting extension requests
of the Utilities and Joint Demand Response Parties, December 29, 2017, p. 2
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7. For each service account, acept one attestation form per Attestation Scenario, as
proxy for all resources that fall under th e particular scenario, with supporting
documentation that substantiates the following :

a. Attestation Scenario 1: Service account number

b. Attestation Scenario 2: Service account number number of resources, and
total nameplate capacity of all resources

c. Attestation Scenario 3: Service account number number of resources,and
total nameplate capacity, which will be used to arrive at a Default
Adjustment Value (DAV) total.

8. Prescribe the following process in aggregator contracts for the collection and

submission of attestation forms:

a. The aggregator completes the add / delete form;

b. The aggregator presents the add / delete form to the customer for signature;
and

c. The aggregator submits the completed for
the Utility.

9. Include language indicating contractual agreements with Utilities are contingent

upon aggregators compliance with the proh

customer s attestations;

10. Retain language reflecting the verification administrator or Utility may verify
the changes to a customer’s DAV due to ope
operational changes that result in a DAV are not subject to a verification

administrator’ s, but may be subject to a L\
Commission order;

11.Refert ar i ff di sput es dxistingfdrneal cGaplainiprecess.o n’ s

13.SDG&E may shift $934,498 from underspent programsin its 2018-2022DR

Portfolio, in order to implement the prohibition.

For AL 3653 Eet al., we require the Utilities to:
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1. Clarify that the Verification Plan authorizes the verification administrator to
request additional supporting documentation from audited customers under
Attestation Scenario 2, including load curtailmen t plans (for those with
resources below 50 hp) and operation manifests and a datetime -stamped
photograph of their resource (for those with resources above 50 hp);

2. Confirm that for customers who attest to using a prohibited resource for safety,
health, or operational reasons (Attestation Scenario 3), recordsthat document
nameplate capacity will be used as verification. For customers who attest to not
having a prohib ited resource on site (Attestation Scenario 1), the verifier would
check attestations against interconnection and notification records for prohibited
resources. If no recordswere found, the verifier would then submit a data
request to the relevant air quality management or air pollution control district to

compare the customer’s attestation against
3. Indicate in its contracts and relevant schedules that some scenarios may require
additional supporting evidence such as line diagrams and other documentation,
and that for non -by passable prohibited resources, this may require inspection
of operation data against power outage data;
4. Remove from existing DRAM customers any direct cost burden requirements
associated with the verification pl an for the time being;
5. Statein its tariffs and contracts that disputes involving Type | or Type Il

violations will be resolved usingthe Commiss on’ s f or mal compl ain

Customers who have committed a Type | violation are given 60 dayst o cure’”
the non-compliance before removal from a program,;
6. To direct the verification administrator to conduct random sampling on a per
program basis;
7. Require that, due to the market-sensitive and proprietary nature of the
documentation being used as verification, the administrator must: a.) Include
the third -party aggregators when making information requests of their
customers; b.) sign astandardized non-disclosure agreementwhich prohibits

the sharing of such customer information with the Utilities.
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Lastly, the Utilities are directed to fi le Application sto ascertain whether the
Commission should adopt the use of loggers and meters in the prohibited resources
verification plan. In their Application s, the Utilities should provide information on
customer incentives, load reduction, and meter and logger costs. Additional details
for the Application s can be found in Section IV.B and Ordering Paragraph 37.

BACKGROUND

On December 9, 2014, the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission)
issued D.1412-024 in Rulemaking (R.)1309-011. This Decision included a
Commission policy statement that fossil -fueled back-up generation resources would

not be allowed as part of DR programs for resource adequacy purposes. D.1412-024
also directed the Ultilities to gather information about use of back -up generation of
non-residential customers.* In September 2016, the Commission adopted D.1609
056, which modified and deleted cer tain Ordering Paragraphs (OPs) in D.14-12-024.
D.16-09-056 modified D.14-12-024 by abandoning the data collection effort for fossil -
fueled back-up generation and instead established January 1, 2018 as the date to
implement a prohibition on the use of certa in resources to reduce load during a DR
event.

D.16-09-056 the“Deci si on”) ordered the Utilities to:
for use during DR events, (2) modify tariffs and contracts to implement the
prohibition, and (3) hire expert consultants t o assess how to evaluate compliance
and enforcement of the prohibition. OP 4.c. of D.16-09-056 ordered the Utilities to
file a Tier 3 advice letter proposing draft language for the new prohibited resources
tariff provision for review and approval by the Co mmission no later than 90 days
after the issuance of D.1609-056. This Decision exempted the following DR
programs from the prohibition: Residential and Non -Residential Smart AC™,
Optional Binding Mandatory Curtailment (OBMC), Scheduled Load Reduction

4D.14-012-024 at 61
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Program (SLRP), Permanent Load Shift (PLS), Peak Day Pricing (PDP), SmartRat#,
and time-of-use (TOU) rates®

The Decision indicated the following list of resources are prohibited to be used to
reduce load during DR events beginning on January 1, 2018 in tgping cycle
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) or non-CHP configuration:

1 Distributed generation technologies using diesel;
Natural gas;
Gasoline;
Propane; or,

= 4 4 A

Liguefied petroleum gas.

The following resources are exempted from the prohibition:
1 Pressurereduction turbines;
1 Waste-heat-to-power bottoming cycle CHP; and,
1 Storage and storage coupled with renewable generation that meets the relevant
greenhouse gas emissions standards adopted for the Sk¥-Generation Incentive
Program (SGIPY.

Further, in OP 3 and OP 4(b), the Decision required nonresidential customers to
attest to either non-use of a prohibited resource to reduce load during a demand
response event, or their acceptance of a default adjustment value in cass where a

SPrograms and pilots not on this I|Iist shall be
“affected programs.”

6On May 15, 2018, the Commission issued a Proposed Decision (PD) in R.289-011 in
response to a Petition for Modification of D.16 -09-056 filed by Stem, a storage provider.
The PD modifies Ordering Paragraph 3 of D.16-09-056 by exempting all storage resources,
not coupled with fossil fuel generation, from the list of prohibited resources. The
exemption of energy storage resources will be reviewed again in either the proposed
rulemaking on new models of demand response or the 202327 demand response
program applications, whichever comes first. The PD is on the June 21, 2018 Commission
meeting agenda. To see the entire PD go to:
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M214/K459/214459125.PDF
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prohibited resource is required for safety reasons. The Decision ordered the Utilities
to file Tier 3 Advice Letters proposi ng modifications to its tariff and contract
provision to prohibit the use of certain resources to reduce load during DR events
for the applicable DR progr ams, no later than 90 days after the issuance of the
Decision.” In compliance, the Utilities filed AL 3542 -E (SCE), AL 4991E (PG&E), and
AL 3031-E-A (SDG&E) on January 3, 2017. (These advice letters are collectively
referred abEstal’AL EBGssayuently filed supplemental AL 4991-E-A
on January 13, 2017, which superseded AL 499 in its entirety and corrected an
error in the definition of prohibited resources.

On April 28, 2017, the Commission issued Resolution E4838 approving, with
modifications, AL 3542-E et al.8 OP 41 of the Resolution outlined specific
modifications to the proposed tariffs to ensure consistency across all Utilities and
affected programs. The Resolution provided specific language and outlined three
attestation scenarios (Attestation Scenario) for the demand response customer:®

1. 1 do not have a Prohibited Resource onsite.

2. | have a Prohibited Resource onsite and | will not use the resource to reduce
load during any DR event.

3. 1 do have a Prohibited Resource onsite and | may have to run the resource(s)to
reduce load during DR events for safety reasons, health reasons, or operational
reasons. My Prohibited Resource(s) has orhave a total nameplate capacity of
____kW. I understand that this value will be used as the Default Adjustment
Value (DAV) to adjust the DR incentives / charge for my account.

7D.16-09-056 OP 3 and OP 4

8 Resolution E-4838 consolidated Southern California Edison Company (SCE) AL 3542E,
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) AL 4991E, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E) AL3031-E, ( “ AEA3é&HW 2al .”) as wkEA PG&&EAL4S0CE AL
E-A, and SDG&E AL 2949E-A (“ AL 3466 et al . ”).

9 Resolution E-4838 at 18 and OP 7 at 56
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The Resolution prescribed consequences for two types of violations or non-
complian ce with the attestations:1°

Type | Violation : Minor clerical or administrative errors that may be resolved
with an updated attestation and do not involve the use of a prohibited resource
to reduce load during a DR event.

Type Il Violation : Using prohibited resource(s) to reduce load during a DR event
despite attesting to not doing so, or submitting an invalid nameplate capacity for
the prohibited resource(s).

ForaTypelVi ol ati on, cust omer scompléaygce Bysubmittnat hei r
valid attestation within 60 days. Failure to comply will result in removal from the

affected DR program. For a Type Il Violation, customers will be removed from the

affected DR program and are ineligible to enroll in any affected DR program for one

year for the first violation. Two or more Type Il violations will result in removal for

three years!

The Utilities were ordered by Resolution E -4838 to file supplemental compliance

s E
Utilities’ request for an extension for tho:¢

adviceletter s by May 26, 2017. The Commi ssi on

The above-referenced advice letter was filed on June 15, 2017. In the advice letter,
the Utilities included the following: proposed modifications to affected tariffs,
aggregator agreements and associated forms, effective January 1, 2018 including the
explanation of the policy, the attestation form, how the DAV affects incentive
calculations, consequenes of non-compliance, along with initial verification
requirements and dispute resolution processes that would be amended according to
language included in the Final Plan.

10]d., at 22 and OP 15 at 57
111d., at 22 and OP 14 at 57
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The Utilities also proposed that, if the Commission approved the tariff language,
that it authorize a Tier 1 Advice Letter process to insert the language into applicable
tariffs. This proposal and the tariff language were collectively filed as Tier 2 Advice
Letters (AL) 3542E-A (SCE), AL 499tE-B (PG&E), and AL 3031E-A (SDG&E) on
Junel5, 2017 with modified tariff language. ( Collectively, t hese advice letters are

“ AL 3BE5AdeRal” )

D.16-09-056directed the joint Utilities to develop an audit verification mechanism
byretaining a consultant to *“ axsbywhatsnethodset her
and data sources, to evaluate whether nonresidential customers are complying with

the demand response prohibition r e q u i r é2mree bittlities were directed to

serve the consultant report to the service list of R.1309-011 no laterthan April 1,

2017;to host a workshop for the consultant to explain its report; and to file a Tier 3

Advice Letter requesting approval of a final audit verification plan (Plan) which

incorporates feedback from the workshop.13

After evaluating consultant sto develop the Plan, the Utilities hired Nexant, Inc., (the
Consultant) on January 23, 20170ver the next months representatives from the
Utilities, the Consultant, and Energy Division met to develop the Plan approach.

Based on pNeoxpaonste'ds ti mel i ne and the Plan’s ef
2017 theUtilites f i | ed an extension request on servin

s E»

the Plan effective date. The Commi ssi on
on March 30, 2017. TheUtilities served a draft of the Plan (Draft Plan) on June 1,

2017 and eight parties filed their informal comments on June 30, 2017. These
stakeholders were California Large Energy Consumers Association (CLECA);4
CPower, EnerNoc, Inc., and EnergyHub (the Joint DR Parties);> OhmConnect, Inc.

12D.16-09-056, OP 5

13 1bid.

“CLECA, “1 nf or mal Comments of CLECA on the Draf
Plan,” June 30, 2017

BJoint DR Parties, “I1Infor not IncCachtneat gyldaib CPOWeiIr |
DR Parties”) on the Nexant Prohibited Resource:

10
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(OhmConnect);16 the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA)}" PG&E; SCE; Sierra
Club and Environmental Defense Fund (Sierra Club);8 and The Utility Reform
Network (TURN).

On August 23, 2017 the Utilities held a workshop, ° followed by a stakeholder

meeting via conference call on August 24, 2017In compliance with OP 5 of D.16-09

056, the Utilities jointly filed a Final Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for

Demand Response Progr ams AL'365BRA(BCE), ALSA3BEAd Vi c e
(PG&E), and AL 3108E (SDG&E) on September 1, 2017 (collectively; AL 3EeH6 3

al.” ) .

NOTICE

Notices of the filed Advice Letters AL 3542-E-A, AL 4991-E-B, and AL 3031-E-A

(“AL -BA&a@” ); and AdnlL3653E,IAe3138€& rasd AL 3108E

(“ AL -Bagd@d3were made by publication in the Cor
SCE, PG&E, and SDG&E state that a copy oboth sets of Advice Letters were mailed

and distributed in accordance with Section 4 of General Order 96-B.

PROTESTS
Advice Letter sAL 3542E-A et al. were timely protested on July 5, 2017by the
California Large Energy Consumers Association (CLECA); the Joint DR Parties?°

®OhmConnect, “I nfor mal Comments of OhmConnect,

Verification Plan,” June 30, 2017

7“ORA, “Comments of the ORA on the Draft Prohibi:
Presented by Nexant,” June 30, 2017

B8Sierra Club, “I'nfor mal Comments of Sierra Club
Nexant Consulting’s ProhibirtddnRe8®dyr @® 1Ver i fi
©®Joint Utilities Workshop, “Prohibited Resource
PG&E, 245 Market Street, Conference Room C

20Joint DR Parties, “BEA(SupptesdntaltAloon SrafEanguage3ob 4 2

DR Prohibited Resour ces ) , " “ Pr ot-B-B (Second Suppe&déntal/AD éh1

Tariff Language to Implement Policy on Use of Prohibited Resources for Demand

11
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and the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA).2t The Utilities responded to the
protests filed to Advice Letters AL 3542-E-A etal. on July 12, 2017 SCE responded
to the protests filed to SCE AL 3542E-A;22 PG&E responded to the protests filed to
PG&E AL 4991E-B;2* and SDG&E responded to the protests filed to SDG&E AL
303LE-A.?* Energy Division suspended AL 3542-E-A et al. on June28, 2017 and
further suspended the Advice Letter beyond the initial period on September 18,
2017.

Advice Letters AL 3653E etal. were timely pro tested on September 21, 2017 by
CLECA,?5the Joint DR Parties? ORA,?” OhmConnect, Inc.,28 and Sierra Club and

Response),” and *“ PrEA(Rupptemeantal AlSoD BekigEon8&Updates
on DR BUG Prohi®21l7tion),” July 5,
220RA, “Prot est -E-ARe§@ing SApplerBehtd Riling to Comply with
Resolution E-4838 Addressing the Prohibition of Backup Generation Resources Pursuant
to ResolutionE-4 838, " “ Pr ot e s t-E-B Regdrddd Fippkeinentdl Fikng to
Comply with Resolution E -4838 Addressing the Prohibition of Backup Generation
Resources Pursuant to ResolutionE4 8 3 8 P ot est t o SHARedardAg. 3031
Supplemental Filing to Comply with Resolution E -4838 Addressing the Prohibition of

Backup Generation Resources Pursuant to ResolutonE4 838, ” July 5, 2017
2SCE, “Reply to the Protests of-EARA dondyJdaint 2D
BPG&E, “Reply to the Protests of -BR@Aunal®*?013o0i nt D

Second Supplemental: Request for Approval of Tariff Language to Implement the Policy
on the Use of Prohibited Resources for Demand Response Approved in Decision 1609
056) July 12, 2017

2SDG&E, “Reply to the Protests of ORAAand Joint
Supplemental Filing to Comply with Resolution E -4838 Addressing the Prohibition of

Backup Generation Resources,” July 12, 2017
ZCLECA, “Prot es GB-EPGKERACHIEE landEB&ESE AL 3108E , ”

September 21, 2017
2%6Joint DR Parties, “ERPGREALS138H, and SODGEE A B10&E6 5 3
(Prohibited Resource Audit Verification Plan),
27O0RA, “Protest -E BG&EBIEHI3LKE, antl 6BGRE AL 3108E Regarding

Supplemental Filing to Comply with Decision 16 -09-056 Addressing the Prohibited

Resources Verification Plan for Demand Respons:
20hmConnect, “ Pr ot eESRG&E AL 51B38H; andASDG&EGAR 3108E

(Request for Approval of the Proposed Final Prohibited Resources verification Plan for

Demand Response Programs),” September 21, 2017

12
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Environmental Defense Fund (EDF).?° The Utilities responded to the protests filed to
Advice Letters AL 3542-E et al. on September 28, 2017

Energy Division suspended AL 3653-E etal. on September 19

ENERGY DIVISION REVIEW

We have reviewed Advice Letters AL 3542-E-A, AL 4991-E-B, and AL 3031-E-A

(“AL -BAe#2l .”) and Advi clke AL5838E,and AL 3A083E 3 6 5 3

(“ AL -Baad3), as well as the agandSupplemdnald pr ot es

Advice Letters.

BACKGROUND DETAIL AND PROTESTS
We describe below each protest issueand its background in turn, as they pertain
first to AL 3542-E-A et al., then to AL 3653-E et al.

I. Advice Letters AL 3542-E-A, AL 4991-E-B, and AL 3031-E-A (“AL 3542-E-A et

al.”): Terms and Conditions of Prohibited Resources in Tariffs

A. Customer Attestations: Tariff Language on Verification

In accordancewith OP 41 ofResolution E-48383'the Utilities submitted revised
language for Commission approval of tariffs in part and replacing the proposed

2%Sierra Club and EDF, -E PG&E ALHE3BE, and SCESREALARL108 3 6 5 3
E on the Proposed Find Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response

Programs,” September 21, 2017

30 Southern California Edison (SCE), Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), and San Diego Gas

and Electric (SDG&E), “Response of SCi, PG&E,
PG&E' s Advice&eltetat erph ”552%t ember 28, 2017

31 Resolution E-4 8 3 8 , OP 41: “Utilities shaldl file a sup

the modifications to AL 4991 -E-A et al. as approved in this resolution, and as summarized
in Appendix I, no later than May 26. The protest and reply period to this supplemental
compliance AL shall foll ow the standard ti mel i

13
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draft language for revised tariffs and forms on the verification of prohibited

resources.

SCE submitted changes for tariff schedules and associatedcontracts and forms for
Time-of-Use General Service Base Interruptible Program (TOUBIP), Agricultural
Pumping -Interruptible (AP -I), and Capacity Bidding Program (CBP).32S C E tarsf

schedulesindicate that utility ¢ u st o anel aggregatorc u st omer s attesta
under their respective tariffs are subject to verification by either the Utility or a
third -party Verification Administrator, 33and that verification activities may require

site access4

P G & Etari$f schedule changesfor its Baselnterruptible Program (BIP) and CBP
state that customers are also subject to verification activities conducted by the Utility

or athird-party,andthat, aut i | i t y orasatgogmeergast or customer’ s
operational change that results in a modification in the Default Adjustment Value

(DAV)i s subject to PG&E's %erification and ap

SDG&E submitted proposed changes for tariff schedules for BIP, CBP, and the
Armed Forces Pilot (AFP) Program.3¢ The advice letters includ e updated attestation

32 SCE AL 3542E-A, pp. 3-4

33SCE AL 3542E-A,Form14-736, “ SCE Large Power I ntetiarupti bl
Use and Exempt Custome+¥98Dec!|“a@AmudthioonzatkFommf b4
Aggregated Demand Response Programs”’

34 SCE AL 3542E-A, Schedule TOU-BIP, Sheet 9; Schedule AR, Sheet 7; Schedule CBP,

Sheet 11

35 PG&E AL 4991-E-B, Electric Schedile E-BIP, Sheet 4; Electric Schedule E£BP, Sheet 10;

Form79-1 0 8 0, “Notice to Add or Del ete Customers P.
Program”, p-1045, FONmt r®e to Add or Delete Cust

“Notice to AddtomeDel| éPtag t i ci pating in the Base
36 SDG&E AL 3031-E-A, p. 1; Schedule CBP, Sheet 12; Schedule BIP, Sheet 7; Schedule AFP,
Sheet 7

14
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language, with the understanding that verification of attestations will be further
determined in future Commission guidance. 7

All three Utilities require customers to provide facility access for site visits and

comply with additional data requests made by either the utility (PG&E and SCE)38

or athird party auditor (SDG&E) within 20 business days of notice3*The Ut i |l i ti es
proposed tariff schedule changesdiffered on the requirement for the installation of

interval meter or data loggers: SDG&E and SCE?included the installation of a data

loggeror“ ver i fi cation met er i ng?ifsachreduirementtisu st o mer
mutually agreed by the Utility and t he cust omePG&Edidaaggr egat or .
propose such requirements.

In its protests, the Joint DR Partiesstate that any requests for data, access, or device

il nstallation on the customer’s premise shoul
Decisions. In addition, the Joint DR Parties ask for clarification on the need for

aggregators to include the sum of the nameplate capacity for prohibited resources

being used to reduce load during DR events.#*ORA protests SCE and SC
proposalsto install data loggers because such a device would only report the

aggregate operational hours of a prohibited resource and hourly (interval) metering

woul d avoi d i nconclusive i spute resoluti or

71d., p. 3
38 SCE AL 3542E-A, Schedule CBP, Sheet 11; Schedule TOWBIP, Sheet 9; and Schedul®P-
I, Sheet 7; PG&E, AL 4991E-B, p. 3 and Schedules EBIP and E-CBP
39 SDG&E AL 3031-E-A, Schedule CBP, Sheet 13; Schedule BIP, Sheet 8 and Schedule AFP,
Sheet8and Form 142052 2 0, “Armed Forces Pilot Contract,h”
40 SCE AL 3542E-A, Schedule TOU-BIP, Sheet 9, Schedule AR, Sheet 7, and Schedule CBP,
Sheet 11

“4Joint DR Parties, “BEA(SuppesdntaltAloon BréfEanguage3ob 4 2
DR Prohibited Resources),” July -BB(S&o6ntl 7, p. 3;
Supplemental AL on Tariff Language to Implement Policy on Use of Prohibited Resources
for Demand Response),” July 5, 20%¥EA, p. 2; and
(Suppl ement al AL on Revisions and Updatdes on DI
“20RA, “Protest -EA, SCE. AL Bbd 2" Prot€at "t . SRG&E /
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In its response, SCE states that it is opposed to device installatios as a means of

verification as the DAV eliminates any need for costly metering devices. 43 SCEdid

not specifically respond to the rkequestsfor DR Par
data and site access, buit did address the issue of additional infor mation requests

as they relate to a c uSpdcilcally, SCEsnotesthate st at i on ¢
consistent with Resolution E -4838# SCE supports allowing customers to make

updates to their attestations at any time, without limitations, provided that such

changes are supported by documentation that a change in operations was made.

This could be provided in the form of a work order, inv oice, or inspection report. 45

SDG&E responds thatitisopposed the insertion of reasor

language, as the data request requirement was drafted as part of potential

verification. SDG&E suggests that aggregator customers who find site visit or data

requests to be unreasonable to file formal complaints directly with their aggregator,

instead of the Utility. 46

B. Customer Attestations: Forms

In accordance with OP 7 of Resolution E-4838¢" the Utilities submitted customer

attestation forms for both their own customers and third -party aggregated

customers. SCE filed one proposed attestation form for all of its third -party

BSCE, “Reply to the Protests of OEA,dndulJgi dt2,D
2017, p. 2

44 Resolution E-4838 at 19

“SCE, “Reply to the PDRPadiestoSSCEHOALI3AEA, &ndulgi d 2,
2017, pp. 23

“SDG&E, “Reply to the Protests of ORA-Aand Joint
July 12, 2017, p. 2

47ResolutionE-4 838, OP 7: “Utilities shal/l modi fy tari:

affected DR programs to require the inclusion in all non -residential customer contracts,
including those of third -party aggregators, of a three-part attestation that includes a
declaration of whether or not a customer has a prohibited resource on site, as discussé
herein,” Apr il 27, 2017 at 56
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aggregated customers#8 It also filed attestation conditions for its own customers
participating in Time -of-Use Base Interruptible Program (TOU -BIP), Agricultural
Pumping -Interruptible (AP -I), and Capacity Bidding Program (CBP).#° PG&E filed a
proposed attestation form as part of its add / delete form for customers participating
through third -party aggregatorsintheu t i | BIRapd C8P 5 PG&E specifies that
aggregator customers are directed to useP G & Espexific forms as filed in AL 4991-
EEB and | oaded onto EGBEOBI Byséedmrewotuhce’ s r
capacity. PG&E also filed a proposed attestation form for its own customers
participating in BIP and CBP.5: SDG&E filed a proposed attestation form as part of
its add / delete form for customers participating through third -party aggregators in
t he wut i BndCBP3§&oriBlovh customers, SDG&E filed an attestation form
for its BIP, CBP, andArmed Forces Pilot (AFP) programs.>3

In its protest, the Joint DR Partiesassertthat the requirement for aggregators to use

the Utilities’ uatrteeasstoantaibdre famrdmsviiod ates t he
The Joint DR Parties note that under Resolution E4838, aggregators are required to

collect customer attestation forms but aggregator customersare not required to

submit the attestations directly to the Utilities or the verification administrator . In

addition, aggregators are not required to seek approval when drafting their own

(aggregator) attestation forms, nor are aggregators requiredtousetheUt i | i t i e s’

48 SCE AL 3542E-A,Form14-98 0, “ Aut hori zation for Participat
Response Programs,” Sheet 1

49 SCE AL 3542E-A, Schedule TOU-BIP, Sheet 8; Schedule AR, Sheet 7; Schedule CBP,
Sheet10;andForm 143 15, “ I nterrupti bl e Service Agreemen
SOPG&E AL 4991-E-B,Form791 08 0, “ Notice to Add or Delete Cu
the BIP,” (073, ‘FMotm d® to Add or Del ete Custor
cBP,” p. 3

51 PG&E AL 4991-E-B, Electric Schedule EBIP, Sheet 3; Electric Schedule £BP, Sheet 9

52SDG&E AL 3031-E-A, Form 142-0 5216, Bl P, “-Raotyt Mardketertb &dddrhi r d

Delete Customer s, ” p. -0536G»dr mCRRBR2 Attachment C, “ Not.i
Ter minate Aggregator for CBP”

53 SDG&E AL 3031-E-A, Form 142-0 5 3 0 0, CBP, Attachment D, “Prohi

Attestati om’5;22RMaor MmFIP42 Attachment Cegst‘dtriodn ,b” tpe
7
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attestation forms, as both can cause customer confusion ands duplicative .5 While

the Joint DR Parties agreeto work with SCE and PG&E on a mutually agreed upon

attestation form, reaching an agreementshould not be a condition of contract.>® The

Joint DR Parties requeststhat: (1.)al | t hr e e Udllowlfor dggregatdrstd ar i f f s
use theirownformsi nst ead of andl2e SCGEtandIPGREmMa& iy their

contracts to indicate that the provision of the sumof nameplate capacity for all

prohibited resourceson site is sufficient .56

SCE responded to the Joint DR Parties by confirming that, based ona workshop of

May 16, 2017 and a subsequenemail on May 25, 2017, SCE secured support from

stakeholders to require attestation submissionvi a t he Uti |l iti efer’ Add
new customers. SCE alsoagreedt o use aggregators’ attestat.
aggregator customers. SCE outlined the specific process it envisions the attestation

to follow, consistent with the current process for enrollment. We further discuss

these steps and process for new custmers in the Discussion section>’

For PG&E, aggregator customersare required to complete a new Add form, which
contains attestations for both current and new customers. The Joint DR Parties noted

Joint DR Parties, “BA(SuppemsdntaltAloon BrafELanguage3dob 4 2
DR Prohibited Resources),” July -BB(S&ond7, p. 2;
Supplemental AL on Tariff Language to Implement Policy on use of Proh ibited Resources
for Demand Response),” July 5, ZEA1L7, p. 2; “Pr.
(Supplemental AL on Revisions and Updates on DR Bug Prohibition), July 4, 2017, p. 2
5Joint DR Parties, “BA(SuppemsdntaltAloon BrafELanguag 8fér4 2
DR Prohibited Resources),” July -BB(S&ond 7, p. 4;
Supplemental AL on Tariff Language to Implement Policy on use of Prohibited Resources
for Demand Response),” July 5, 2017, p. 3
%Joint DR Parti es 3542BA (BuppiemsdntaltAloon BrafEanfyuage for
DR Prohibited Resources),” July -B-B(S&ontl7, p. 4,
Supplemental AL on Tariff Language to Implement Policy on use of Prohibited Resources
for Demand Responms.e)3;” “JRrl ot éest 2H0m 7SDG&E AL 303
(Supplemental AL on Revisions and Updates on DR Bug Prohibition), July 4, 2017, pp. 34
5’SCE, “Reply to the Protests of OEA,dndulJgi de,D
2017,p. 3
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that because the CBP begins in May 2018 and has not yet been approved, customers

might not be willing to sign a form by December 31, 2017%or a program pending

finalization. In its response, PG&E agreedto update its tariffs to indicate that forms

must submitted by March 1, 2018. PG&E reiteratest hat an agg+ egator’s
compliance with the prohibited resources prohibition and failure to provide

customer attestations could result in termination of the aggregator agreement. 8

Initsrespons e t o the Joint DR Parties’ protest, S
aggregators to wuse Utiliti es’ riffAddficationsDel et e f
accordingly.>°

In a stakeholder teleconference onAugust 24, 2017 the Joint DR Parties raised
aggregator customer operational scenarios in which large-scale commercial
customers may have multiple resources on-site with varying Attestation Scenarios5°
For example, one customer may have 10 service accounts thatulfill Attesta tion
Scenario 2 andanother five that fulfill Attestation Scenario 3. In such instances, it
would be cumbersome for customers to attest to and sign individually for 15 service
accounts. Instead, aggregator customers should simply submit one attestation form
for each scenario, supported by atable detailing the resources for which that

BPG&E, “Reply t ®ORAdnedJoift DR RadisstoPGE&EFAL4992E-B, ~ Jul vy
12,2017, pp. 2, 4
®SDG&E, “Reply to the Protests of ORAAand Joint

July 12, 2017, p. 2

60 Resolution E-4838 pp. 2021 defines the following Attestation Scenarios:
Attestation Scenario 1: | do not have a Prohibited Resource onsite;
Attestation Scenario 2: | have a Prohibited Resource onsite and | will not use the resource
to reduce load during any DR event;
Attestation Scenario 3: | do have a Prohibited Resource onsite and | may have to run the
resource(s) to reduce load during DR events for safety reasons, health reasons, or
operational reasons. My Prohibited Resource(s) has or have a total nameplate capacity of
____kW. I understand that this value will be used as the Default Adjustment Value (DAV)
to adjust the DR incentives / charge for my account.

19



Resolution E-4906 June 21, 201¢€
SCE, PG&E, SDG&E AL3542E-A et al. and AL 3653-E et al/NG3

attestation was signed. SCE and SDG&Eagreed with this process, while PG&E
disagreed .t

C. Default Adjustment Value (DAV)

In their advice letters, the Utilities direct third -party aggregators to: (1.) provide the

language in their customer contracts that describes the prohibition; (2.) collect and

store all customer attestations and make them available either to the Utilities or the

Commission; (3.) submit them to the Utility; (4.) remove customers from their

portfolio if the customer has not agreed to the prohibition or provided an attestation

with a Default Adjustment Value (DAV) ;and(5)r ecord and derate the
portfolio with a summary DAV on a monthly basis. Utilities state that t he DAV

submitted by aggregatorsiss ubj ect t o e ac h Addgregators failngts appr o
comply with the prohibition risk a potential default of t heir contract with the Ultility,

which is curable within 30 days after notice.6?

For their own direct-enrolled, non-aggregator customers, the Utilities proposed
similar changes. SCE’ s t ar i $tatethatany ehdngds associated with(1.) the
addition or removal of a prohibited resource; (2.)the status of a prohibited resource
to reduce load during a DR event; and (3.) achange inthe DAV due to documented
changes in operational status of a prohibited resource are all subject to approval and

61 Stakeholder Teleconference on September 24, 2017

62SCE AL 3542E-A, Form 14-7 7 7 , “CBP Aggregator AgBBemeEmOU” p
BI'P Aggregator AgmBagd@eOnt At tmpchthent D, “Additio
Conditions of Aggr egat-BlP, p.49; Poemr147i 3c6i,p a‘'tS En Lianr gTleO
Power I nterruptible Rate Schedules Essenti al U
PG&E AL 4991-E-A, Form 79-1 0 7 5, ‘toMddtoi Delete Customers Participating in

the CBP,” plLO0O76, FoAgT e/d@Oment for Aggregators Par
Form791080, “Notice to Add or Delete Customers P
791079, “Agreemens PRPanrt Agigp @tgian g8rSDG&EtAh @3B 1 P, ” p

E-A, Attachment A: Schedule CBP; Attachment B: Rule 30— Aggregators for CBP;
Attachment C: Notice by Aggregators to Add or Delete Customers
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verification by SCE®P G&E’ s t ar i f f f& cubt@nerchaegss, provided w

that the Utility can verify and approve that
result of a prohibited ®*SBG&LE indicated irsbothifser at i o n :
proposed tariff schedules and its marketing and outreach plan that its customers

would not be required t o sign attestations or select a DAV until the Commission has

approved the Verification Plan .65

The JointDR Parties protested a | | t hr e triff $echedule proposadsand

maintain that if a customer has an operation change that necessitates a change in the

DAV, Ut i | Bhouldenst decide or approve that changeforthec ust omer ~ s f aci
The Utility should simply verify that the change is accurate and consistent with the

Commi ssion’% directive.

SCE and PG&E responded to this protest by clarifying that Add / Delete form

1 ”

references to approval indicate reaviewing
work order, invoice, or inspection report, and is not intended to insert additional
steps$” Resolution E-4838 also directs the Utilities to review documentation of

operational changes®®

D. Customer Attestation Violations and Consequences

In their Advice Letter s, the Utilities provide definitions of violations for both its own
direct-enrolled and aggregator-enrolled customers. SCE PG&E, and SDG&E define

63 SCE AL 3542E-A, Schedule TOU-BIP, Sheet 9; Schedule AR, Sheet 6; and Schedule CBP,
Sheet 11
64 PG&E AL 4991-E-B, Schedule EBIP, Sheet 3; Schedule E£BP, Sheet 9
6 SDG&E AL 3031-E-A, Schedule BIP, Sheet 7; Schedule CBP, Sheet 12; Schedule AFP, Sheet
7; and Attachment C: SDG&E Marketing and Outreach Plan
66 Joint DRP Protest of SCE AL 3542E-A, p. 2; PG&E AL 4991-E-B, p. 2; and SDG&E AL
303%E-A, p. 2
%?’SCE, “Reply to Protests of ORA-BAd Jpbpi.nt3 DR Pa
PG&E,” Reply to Protests of ORA a&mBd "Jmi.t DR P
68 Reslution E-4838 OP 6 at 55 and 56
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a Type | violation as: (1.)an administrative or clerical infractions associated with the
submission of an invalid attestation or no attestation, but which do not involve the
use of a prohibited resource to reduce load during DR events; or (2.) the failure to
submit an attestation.

SCE, PG&E, and SDG&E definea Type Il violation as when a customer: (1.) attests
to not using a prohibited resource to reduce load during a DR event but is found to
have used it for this purpose; or (3.) submits an invalid nameplate capacity.®®In
addition, SCE alsodefines a Type Il violation as when a customer attests to not
having a prohibited resource, despite having one on site.

The JointDR Parties protests S C E degnition of a Type Il violation because a

prohibited resource can be located on site, but not for the purpose of a DR event.

They argue thatthepr esence of a prohibited resource c
does not mean it is used for the purpose of reducing load during a DR event.”

The Joint DR Par t ispesialgondition,eveidchstateSD& & E’ s
customers with Type | and Type |l violations are ineligible to participate after the
year for the first offense and three years for subsequent offenseS:!SDG& E’ s
proposed tariff schedule for CBP also states that Type | violations are ineligible to
participate after the first offense for one year,inconsistent with the proposed tariff
schedule for BIP, and inconsistent with direction from Resolution E -4838 on Type |
violations. 72 Specifically, the Joint DR Parties contest that Resolution E4838 allows
for Type | violations to b e cured and reinstated at any time.”3

6 SCE AL 3542E-A, Schedule CBP, Sheets 1:43; Schedule TOUBIP, Sheets 1611; Schedule
AP-l, Sheets 78. PG&E AL 4991E-B, Schedule ECBP, Sheets 16-11; Schedule EBIP,
Sheet 5. SDG&E AL 3031E-A, Schedule CBP, Sheets 1:43; Schedule BIP, Sheet 7,
Schedule AFP, Sheets 7

“Joint DR Parties, “BA,0teps.t 3t o SCE AL 3542
nJoint DR Parties, “PiEAteésp.t 8@ SDG&E AL 3031
”?Joint DR Parties, “PiEAteE&sp.t 8 SDG&E AL 3031
BJoint DR PartiedssAL30PLHEAL ésp.t @ SDG&
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Il n its response to the Joint DR Parties proc
violation occurs when a customer fails to disclose a prohibited resource andhas used

it to reduce load during a DR event. SCE agreed to malify its tariff language

accordingly. SDG&E agr eed wi t hpratestithattconBigent®vighrOPi e s’

32 in Resolution E-4838, Type | violations are curable up to 60 days.PG&E disagreed

with the Joint DR Parties’ p nobtaeng&d t hat a cu:
prohibited resource when there is one on site is a Type |, not Type Il violation.

However, PG&E also sought further clarification from the Commission on the issue.

In addition, the Joint DR Parties ask for clarification on reasons for removal of

customers from the portfolio in cases of uncured Type | or Type Il violations, as the

current proposed tariffs are vague and can lead to customer confusion. In its filing,

PG&E states that a customer who attests to not having or not using a prohibited

resource, but in fact has or uses it, will be committing a Type Il violation. The Joint

DR Parties contest that this is not consi st
customer who fails to disclose a prohibited resource on site is not a Type Il violation.

In its protest, ORA contends that attestations under Scenario 2—those who attest to

having a prohibited resource on-site but will not use the resource to reduce load

during DR events —cannot be verified without the data provided from hourly

gener at or meter data. ORA asserts that the Ut
to use data loggers or operating logs as verification methods is insufficient to ensure

compliance with the prohibition. The Utilities 74 responded with opposition to any

tariff language that would require the installation of hourly meters, as such a

“SCE, “Reply of Southern California Edison Comp
Ratepayer Advocates and Joint Demand Response Parties to Advice 354E-A, * (July 12,
2017), p. 2E" PCGRE&p!| ¥y PtIG& Pr ot esHEB(@hel®AX7 ce Let t ¢
Second Supplemental: Request for Approval of Tariff Language to Implement the Policy
on the Use of Prohibited Resources for Demand Response Approved in Decision 1609

056)," (Juld4y; 12D0G&BD,1 7Y)Repl.y t o PreBA st of Advic
Supplemental Filing to Comply with Resolution E -4838 Addressing the Prohibition of
Backup Generation Resources,” (July 12, 2017),
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requirement is premature in the absence of acost-benefit determination and an

approved Prohibited Resources Verification Plan. Because the subject of metering is

under the realm of the Verification Plan, we discussOR A’ s latey is this

resoluionunder the “Prohibited Resources Verific

Progr ams section.

E. Outreach Metrics

Resolution E-4838 directed PG&E and SCE to provide notification and outreach
efforts“ pertinent to their own customers that ai
metric. ™It further directed all Utilities to also require third -party aggregators to

undertake outreach and notification to all

prohibition and to “develop metrics, target
the effectiveness of their cust oileer outreact
Resolution requires SDG&E to provide an outreach and notification plan that
conforms to D.16-09-05677 and directs PG&E to ensure that its notification and

outreach efforts conform to the timeline of D. 16-09-056.78

In the proposed aggregator contracts submitted as part of their Advice Letter filings,

SCFE? and PG&ES®° state that aggregators are responsible for outreach and

notification efforts ,“ whi ch 1 ncl udes d e \ets lampecorddgeepmngt r i c s,
systems.” SCE and PG&E however, did not demonstrate how they would meet this

requirement for their own programs in their Advice Letter filings. On November 17,

2017 Energy Division issued adata request, seeking information on how both

75 Resolution E-4838 OP 28 at 59

76 Resolution E-4838 OP 34 at 59

7 Resolution E-4838 OP 30 at 59

8 Resolution E-4838 OP 29 at 59

9 SCE Advice Letter (AL) 3542-E-A, Form 14-777: Capacity Bidding Program Aggregator
Agreement, p. 2; Form 14780: Time-of-Use Base Interruptible Program, p. 2

80 PG&E Advice Letter (AL) 4991-E-B, Form 79-1076: Agreement for Aggregators
Participating in the Capacity Bidding Program, p. 2; Form 79 -1079: Agreement for
Aggregators Participating in the Base Interruptible Program, p. 2
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Utilities have met compliance with Ordering Paragraphs (OPs) 28 —29in Resolution
E-48388!

In its response on November 27,SCE provided a table on its prohibited resources
education and outreach efforts undertaken in 2017. These continuing efforts began
in May 2017 with presentations to direct-enrolled and aggregator customers;
additional targeted outreach are pending the approval of the proposed tariff
schedules and the verification plan.82In its response, PG&E posits that, since
outreach and notification may include attestation forms that are pending
Commission approval, the Utility cannot begin formal outreach to its directly -
enrolled customers until t he supplemental compliance filing to Resolution E -4838
has been approveds??

SDG&E filed a notification and outreach plan for its customers and directed
aggregators to develop their own notification and outreach plans , along with the
associated metrics®*

In its protest, the Joint DR Parties state thatS C E praposed metrics to test the

efficacy of aggregators customer outreach
directed by Resolution E-48388° As such, SCEcannot require this in their CBP

Aggregator and BIP-TOU Aggregator agreements. In their response, SCEreferred to

the Resolution’s requirement that al/l ut il it
81ResolutionE-4 838, OP 28, “SCE and PG&ahdostleachgdlanspr ovi de
pertinent to their own customers that articul a
29, "PG&E shall ensure that its notification a
requirements of D.16-090 5 6 . ”

82S CE, “Statusutpdabe andEQutreach on Prohibited
response attachment to Energy Division data request, (November 17, 2017)

B8PG&E, “Response to Energy Division Data Reques

84 SDG&E Advice Letter (AL) 3031-E-A, Attachment C: Prohibition of Backup Generation
Resources, SDG&E Marketing and Outreach Plan

88Joint DR Parties, ‘ERAr(Supplersental ALfon r&tEangubage 4 2
DR Prohibited Resources),” p. 4
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thrd-party aggregators to “Develop metrics, ta
assess the effecte nes s of t heir cust omer OVt reach anc

F. Fund Shifting

Ordering Paragraph 4c of D. 16-09-056 authorized fund shifting to cover the costs of
implementing the prohibition as necessary. SCE and PG&E did not make a request
to shift funds. SDG&E filed a requestto shift $934,498 in funds;#” OP 39 of
Resolution E-4838 authorized the shift contingent upon SDG&E submitting a

revised proposal to draw funds from additional underspent programs. SDG&E’ s
request includes a revised proposal to draw funds from an additional underspent
program to avoid depletion of one budget category. Under the revised request,
SDG&E would shift a total of $934,498, $1,000 of which is assigned to customer
outreach, from two Program Categories in the 2017 DR Approved Program Budget:
$700,000 from Budget Category 4-Technology Incentive Program and $234,498 from
Budget Category 2 — Capacity Bidding Program. 8 No protests were filed in response
to this SDG&E’' s request.

II. Advice Letters AL 3653-E, AL 5138-E, and AL 3108-E (“AL 3653-E et al.”):
Prohibited Resources Verification Plan (Plan) for Demand Response (DR)

Programs

1. Summary of Consultant’s Survey Results Used in Developing the Proposed

Verification Plan

88SCE, “ tethegoProtests of Office of Ratepayer Advocates and Joint Demand Response
Parties to Advice Letter (AL) 3542-E-A, " (July 4, 2017), p. 4

87 SDG&E Advice Letter (AL) 3031-E-A, p. 2

88 SDG&E Advice Letter (AL) 3031-E-A, p. 3
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The oconsultant followed a multi -step process in developing the Plang including
conducting areview of stakeholder recommendations, literature review of auditing
protocols in other regulatory agencies, and conducting a survey, along with some
site visits, of 33 Utility DR customers. Next, the consultant reviewed sample facilities
participating in DR programs to determine consistency and reliability with record
keeping compliance, metering, and other equipment used to record prohibited
resource operations.

The consultant found that, of the 33 service accounts surveyed, 20 sites had

generation fueled by a prohibited resource. These 20 sites collectively had a total of

33 prohibited resource units,**of whi ch 31 were generators wh
emergency load only, while one services normal load, and another supplements

| oad r educ ed Ofthe oustgrers WHe owned the 33 prohibited

resource units, only six were able to identify the nameplate capacity of their

generators.®?

When asked about manually entered operation manifests, 15 customers confirmed

that they were maintaining such manifests. % Of these, 12 were able to provide

details about what types of information were recorded, but only three of the 15

customerswere able to confirm that the start and end times ofther e sour ce’ s use
was recorded.®*

For the 16 customers who attested to having a prohibited resource onsite that is not
used to reduce load during DR events, a majority cited that the unit and installation

89 Nexant, Inc., ProhibitedResources Verification Plan for Demand Response Programs
(September 1, 2017)

9 |pid., p. 21

91 |bid., p. 23

92|bid., p. 24

93 |bid., p. 27

941d.
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cost for loggers is a primary consideration in deter mining whether to participate in
DR programs.®®

Based on these practicesalong with operating requirements, engineering design,
and costs to ratepayers and participants, the consultant identified verification
protocols. In its Plan, the consultant recommended randomly sampling customers at
the service agreement level,per eachDR program.® The verification administrator
would then contact these customers to validate their submit ted attestations and
provide an opportunity to rectify any potential administrative errors. The

verification process then follows a different pathway based on the Attestation
Scenario each customer selects:

1 Attestation Scenario 1: For customers in the sample who attest to not having a
prohibited resource on-site, the verifier would check the attestation against
Utility interconnection and notification records for prohibited resources. If there
were no records found, the verification administrator would then submit a data
request to the relevant air quality management or air pollution control districts to
compare the customer’ s attes®ation against

1 Attestation Scenario 2: Customers in this sample attest to having a prohibited
resource on-site, but that they will not use it to reduce load during a DR event.
For customers with generators greater than 50 hp (37 kW), the verification
administrator would request a written operating log, which customers are
required to maintain by t he ,andaphaooktheAi r To
gener at ometers Théverdication administrator would then check these
operating logs against DR event dates and outage data?® For customers with

9 Nexant, Inc., Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Prggrams
(September 1, 2017), p. 29

% |bid., p. 2

97 |bid., pp. 2-3

%8 |bid., p. 34

9 |bid., p. 38
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generators less than 50 hp (37 kW), the customer would be required to install a
datalogger, at t he c us tapamwenditios of paki@patiors e ,

1 Attestation Scenario 3: Customers in this sample attest to having a prohibited
resource on-site for use during DR events for safety, health, or operational

reasons. As part of the attestation, they are askedto providleh e r esource’ s t

nameplate capacity, which will be used as the DAV to adjust the DR incentives

for that customer’s service account . For t
administrator would compare the attested nameplate capacity against Utility

interconnection and notification records. If such records are not found, the

verification administrator will submit a data request to the relevant air quality
management or air pollution control distri

nameplate capacity againstthe permit records. 100

B. Summary of Utilities’ Proposed Approach to Implement the Plan

In their Advice Letter filing the Utilities propose some modifications to the

consul tant’s pr op o skrd, th&tilitiesfpioposeta phased Pl a n .
approach: In Year One, the verification administrator would conduct a test ona
sample (10 perceni of Attestation Scenario 2 customers in affected programs, for the
first three to five years from the prohibition implementation date . The testwould
involve installing ratepayer -funded meters and loggersfor 10 percent of these
customers.191 The information gained from t his test would inform several
determinations, including customer experience whether a meter is preferable to a
logger, the effectiveness of indalling measurement equipment, and how to best scale
potential installations. Verification for customers in Attestation Scenarios 1 and 3
would commence as proposed. The verification administrator will track compliance
and report violations to the Utility, relevant aggregators, and the CPUCas follows:

Type | Violations when the 60-day cure period has been exceeded and all Type Il

100 |pid., p. 40
1AL 3653-E et al., p. 8
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Violations. An annual review process of the verification would be conducted for the
first three to five years, focusing on rates of compliance with the prohibition across
all scenarios102

Second, the Utilities disagree with the con:
program and per attestation scenario. Instead, Utilities propose sampling at the

program level, across all threeAttestation Scenarios to improve cost-effectiveness of

the verification. 193 Utilities note that sampling at the program level yield sufficient

data on compliance levels, consistent with the direction of D.16-09-056. Sampling

size would be reconsidered annually as additional attestation and violation

information becomes available.%* The Utilities also suggest setting a confidence level

at 90 percent, instead of the consultant’ s ¢

sample size necessary to conduct the complnce test.

Third the Utilities propose that, instead of requiring the installation of data loggers
as a condition of participation for customers with generators < 50 hp under
Attestation Scenario 2, such customers should instead be ready, when requestedby
the verification administrator, to demonstrate their compliance through a load
curtailment plan, line diagrams, and other documentation .1° This demonstration
would fulfill the terms of verification at a lower cost.

The Utilities posit that the cost of implementing the prohibition should not exceed

the benefits derived from these resources from being used to reduce load during DR

events. T h a't i s, the costs of the prohibition sh
The benefits of the prohibition are the avoided CO2, NOx, and Particulate Matter

(PM) emissions. To translate these benefits into financial terms, the Utilities have

chosen as a wor sdormcsawslet ssrcte’'nsard s u mphtei on t ha

102 |pid., p. 12
103 pid., p. 9
lO4|d_

105 |bid., p. 10
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customers falsely attest to not using a prohibited resource to reduce load during DR
events (Attestation Scenario 2), when in fact they do. The Utilities believe that this is
areasonable assumption, as most customers will comply provided that sufficient
enforcement and deterrence are in place. Based on this premise, the Utilities
estimate that these violations result in annual environmental benefits of $1.30M for
SCE, $650,000 for PG&E, and $8,000 for SDG&Hn effect, the cost to implement the
Plan should not exceed a total of $1.9M acros all three Utilities. Other than their
assumption of non-compliance of 20% for Attestation Scenario 2, the Utilities
provide no details, assumptions or explanations as to how they calculated the
annual environmental benefits of avoided emissions.

Fourth, the Utilities do not support the consul
sample from all affected DR participants and install log gers. The requirement, they
argue,bwoul d go beyond those required by most A
interconnection requirements, as well as the Decision itself, which only requires

Utilities to assess customer compliance% Again, in light of the stated cost-benefit

argument, Utilities prop ose that the potential high cost of meters necessitates

consideration of other, lower -cost options.

Fith,al t hough the topic was not athaUtilgiesssed by t
propose addressing DR in disadvantaged communities (DAC) through other

proceedings that are more appropriate, rather than the Verific ation Plan.1%” The

Utilities note that these broader proceedings aremore appropriate vehicle s as the

geography of a DAC corresponds to the census tract, is often much smaller than and
incongruent with a LCA footprint .1°¢ Moreover, focusing verification on DACs could

unfairly target certain companies with operations in DACs.

106 |id., p. 11
107 |d
108 |d
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Sixth, as proposed by the consultant1%° the Utilities propose hiring one third -party

verification administrator across all th ree Utilities for Utility and aggregat or

programs, including DRAM. Costs could be shared according to the number of non

residential customers, since the verification steps are performed on a customerby-

customer basis!°The Utilities and DRAM aggregators w ould submit their

estimated customer counts for the year, whi
Request for Proposals (RFP) to engage a consultant. The selected administrator will

then determine the sample size required by program and choose the custamers, and

conduct the verification. 111

Finally, the Utilities propose to work to develop a mechanism to transfer the costfor
the verification administrator from the 2018-2019 DRAM years b u.d2dhet
estimated cost for the verification administrator is $375000 annually.13 Utilities
request fund-shifting flexibility for the verification implementation itself, along with
the cost of the first year of logger and meter installations for 10 percent of

Attestation Scenario 2 customers, which is estimated at $85,000. Should the Plan be
more costly than planned, the Utilities request the ability to file a Tier 2 Advice
Letter.114

C. Prohibited Resource Verification Plan (Plan) for Demand Response

Programs: Party Protests —Effectiveness of Verification

109 Nexant, Il nc. , “We recommend a centralized verific
Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Prod&epsember 1, 2017), p.
36.

10AL 3653-Eetal, p. 12

111bid., p. 13

112|d_

H3AL 3653-Eetal, p. 8

114 |bid., p. 14
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In its protest, Sierra Club states that a strong monitoring regime for prohibited
resourcesis required because a even a small percentage ofheir use could release
more emissions than if a natural gas plant had been used eliminating any air quality
benefits of DR.115 Sierra Club also notes that the health burdens of emissions are
inequitably borne by populations exposed to health risks , especially low income,
elderly, and minority populations. 116

ORA proteststhatthe Ut 1 | sugggstiosn to meter 10 percent of Attestation
Scenario 2 customers in Year One of the prohibition would leave enforcement of the
prohibition unresolved for the balance of 90 percent of such customers, which
represents42 percentof statewide utility DR customers. 117 Further, ORA states that
theUt i | defermerd 6f metering until after an Annual Review Process leaves
enforcement uncertain and the prohibition meaningless. 18In the absence of an
effective verification plan, they argue, there is no certainty that DR can be
considered a clean resourcel’® Hence, ORA and Sierra Club propose a monitoring
protocol based on electronic recordsfor all Attestation Scenario 2 customers: ORA
proposes interval generation meters for a majority of these customers,*?°while Sierra
Club proposes that customers demonstrate that their resource has no bypass switch
and can only operate during an outage, or produce electronic records demonstrating
that the resource was off during a DR event. 2 Among the subset in the latter
scenario, somewill not have resources with pre-installed logging capability. For
these customers that Sierra Club proposes the installation of loggers at customer
expenset??

u5Si err a QésudAL 365FEred  &September 21, 2017), p. 3

16|pid., p. 4

UWORA, " Pr ot e sHEetd. dSepgtdmbes B.52317), p. 3

118|d_

119|d_

1200RA, “Prot esHett oalAL, "3(6%e3pt ember 21, 2017) ,
121Sjer r a C1| u b to AL 3853k etals (September 21, 2017), p. 8

122|d_
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ORA also protests thatt h e Ut gropasal fore phased approach does not result
in a concrete enforcement mechanism because it does not provide a pathway by
which customers can demonstrate that they are not using the prohibited resource to
reduce load during a DR event within a specified deadline. 122 ORA provides
detailed recommendations to remedy the uncertainty: 124

1. Because loggers and AQMD operation manifests are inadequate, all Attestation
Scenario 2 customers with the exception of small commercial sector
customers,?>should be required to install a meter or a logger with the
understanding that , for the latter, any operation during a DR event translates to
noncompliance, in which case the customer has committed a Type Il Violation
or can choose a DAV.

2. Beginning Year Two, small commercial customers'?¢ under Attestation Scenario
2 must submit load reduction plans. If such plans demonstrate that they have
other means of providing DR other than using a prohibited resource, they will
be exempt from the metering requirement.

3. In Year Three, small commercial customers receiving exemption in Year One
must resubmit their load reduction plans annually to demonstrate that there is
no change from previous years.

In its protest, the Joint DR Parties assert thatbecausethere is no data to ascertain
that the combination of the attestation process and the verification plan is

220RA, “Prot esHett oalAL, "36(5R3eptember 21, 2017), p.
124]pid., p. 11
250RA, “ProtesHett oalAL, "36p5.3 11: “Smaller commer ci
allowed flexibility for compliance t iming in Year One of the prohibition, but all
customers should have verifiable compliance o0b
126Accordingt o ORA’ s “Protest at o, ALpPp3683: “Small comm
defined as those with up to either 20 kW or 75 kW of peak demand, as defined by each
Utility s rate schedul es.”
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inadequate, itis premature to make decisions on additional requirements such as
metering.2’Oh mConnect cont entescommendaton is dreavn fPoman ' s
limited data set -- gathered from a random sample of 180 service accounts- that

may not be representative of small commercial customers.128

CLECA suggests allowing customers to demonstrate compliance by providing a

load curtailment plan and line diagrams, instead of logger or me ter installations. 12°

Similarly, the Joint DR Parties note that there are other reasonable approaches to
verification, such as communication with t he
curtailment plans. 13 This alternative could obviate the need for data log ger

installations and cross referencing of records with other state air quality records,

because aggregators already know which customers are using prohibited resources

and which are not, as a condition of qualifying customer location for DR

participation . Thus, requiring of loggers or meter installation would be

superfluous. 131

OhmConnect opposes the installation of loggers or meters, but should the
Commission approve this method, is supportive of the Utilities ’ proposal for
installing meters and loggers on a sample of customers in Attestation Scenario 2132

D. Prohibited Resource Verification Plan (Plan) for Demand Response
Programs: Party Protests — Cost Allocation of Plan and Installation of

Loggers and Meters

In their protests, CLECA and the Joint DR Parties state
proposal that the costs ofimplementing the P lan be considered alongside the

273 DRP, “Pr ot eBdtalt’'o ;AL 3653
20hmConnect, “ProEetstalRo, AL 3653
29CLECA,” Prot eBdtal.ipod AL 3653
BJDRP, “Prot eBdtaltpp.22AL 3653

131|d_

1320 h mC o n n eratdst,to AL B653-Eetal, ” p . 5
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benefits of achieving compliance with the prohibition. 33 CLECA supports the

Ut i | proppbsedscbst caps toensure that ratepayer funded utility expenditures are
cost-effective, noting that the Commission has already rejected costly metering and
bi-annual site-visits in favor of customer attestations. 3¢ The Joint DR Parties add
that neither the consultant nor ORA have made a factual case that the adopted
attestation and penalty processes in place are inadequate in discouragingthe use of
prohibited resources.’3> ORA protests thatthe Ut i | costicap sstimates are based
on assumed benefits that have not been revewed and vetted in a stakeholder
process’*®Si erra Cl ub st at e sefféectivaness argumentUstwithoutt i e s’
merit because it lacks underlying assumptions or any data in the record. For
example, the Utilities did not provide how many MWh of DR  were contributed by
prohibited resources, the mix of resources and their associated emissions profiles,
and the benefits to human health of avoided air pollution. 137

Moreover, ORA asserts that the Commission has already concluded that ratepayer-
funded DR should not increase the operation of prohibited resources that the DR is
intended to avoid. The prohibition is not a DR program, and thus does not fall
within the standard Utility DR budget process, which involves an analysis of how
DR offsets energy procurement.138

In addition, the Joint DR Parties reiterated bothi t s and t he Utilities’
cost allocation to DRAM participants that were not contemplated in advance of bid
evaluations, incentive rates, or contract execution.’3® The Joint DR Parties assert that

BCLECA, “ProteBdt taol aAllL” BPBB3 “Pr ofEest at o, ALp3638.
BICLECA, “Protekdt taol AL” 3®H.533

BJDRP, “Protekdt tal .AL” 316.5 34

BSORA, “Prot esEett oalAL, "36p5.3 10

B¥Sier ra Club, “Pr&tetesplétp” AL 3653

BORA, “Pr ot esEett oalAL, "36p5.3 10

BIJDRP, “ProtekBdt tal .AL” 3.5 33
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doing otherwise would stifle a resource that provides carbon free services to the
grid. 140 ORA is in agreement with this argument. 41

In its protest, OhmConnect states that requiring small commercial customers to
install log ger or meters at their cost would disproportionately impact small
commercial customers whose load profiles more closely match large residential
customers.'*2Requiring metering and cost sharing by small commercial customers
who, not only accrue much smaller incentives than large scale industrial customers,
but are also statistically unlikely to be in violation of the prohibition, will result in

the unintended consequence of reduced participation. OhmConnect asserts that
small commercial customers receiving, on average, $50 to $100n incentives will be

unintentionally caught
probability of violating the prohibition. 143 As such, OhmConnect proposes that small
commercial customers be exempt from the requirement to install loggers or meters
and any verification requirement. Consequently, becausesuch customerswould not
incur any costs towards the enforcement, they also should be exempted from any

cost sharing requirements.144

ORA counters that for small customers, based onpublic data on Utility programs
only, Capacity Bidding Program (CBP) participants receive on average $1,780 per
year in incentives, which is adequate to cover the onetime cost of a meter for
resources smaller than 1 MW in output. 145 ORA supports this conclusion by citing
that, PG&E has 468CBP customers providing 14 MW.

ORA also notes that the Commission already addressed costs concerns when it
offered customers the option to accept a DAV when they use a prohibited resource

“JDRP, “Protekdt tal .AL” 3.5 33
HORA, “Prot esHett oalAL, "36p5.3 12
1420hmConnect, “ Potestto AL 3653Eet al . ,” p. 3
143|d_

“wOohmConnect , “Pr otEetalt’ tpo AL 3653
WORA, “Pr ot esHetdl,,b pA#. 3853
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for operational, health and safety reasons4¢In adopting this mechanism, the
Commission resolves the issue of ratgpayer burden, costs to DR customers, and
certainty in the quality of DR.

The Joint DR Parties note in its protest that requiring the installation meters or
loggers for customers attesting to Scenario 2 is not only beyond the clear direction of
the Commission, but would also lead to customer attrition. 47 ORA responds that the

joint Utilities and Joint DR Parties cl ai ms
Based on ORA’'s analysis wusing information ol
percent of BIP customes receive more than $10,000 annual incentive payments,

while a much smaller percentage receive between $1,500 to $10,000 per yeafs For

those who receive less than $1,500 annually, ORA estimates that such customers are

in single-digit percentages. Among these,only a portion are likely to have a

prohibited resource, with a subset of these having non-by passable switches

al |l owi ng auseoelsfa enmelgenty purposes. Sierra Club echoes this

argument and states that arguments about MW lost due to customer attrition are

overstated.™ 1 n its protest, Sierra Club cites Law
Potential Study which found that over 80 percent of projected DR come from

resources and customers that would be unaffected by the Plan. Of the remaining 20

percent, only customers who own a resource without a bypass switch would be

required to install a meter; these resources are typically older and likely to produce

higher emissions. %0 In addition, Sierra Club notes that because resources that can

meet same local AQMD standard s tend to be newer, these resources are likely to

already have an internal measuring capability.

ORA concedes that,for customers who own a prohibited resource but that declines
to take the DAV or meter, the Commission could instead direct them to install a

18 1pid., p. 7

“JDRP, “ProteBat taml2.AL” 3653
“SORA, “Prot esBett oalAL, "36p5.3 7
“9Sjerra Club,” Pr ot est -EetalAL B8658

150|pid., p. 8
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logger instead of a meter, provided that such customers annually submit their load
reduction plans to confirm they have adequate load reduction abilities from other
sources?st

ORAnotest hat the Utilities’ $375,000 estimate |
would be substantially reduced in the presence of incontrovertible data from

metering. In addition, this certainty would obviate the need (and associated costs)

for re-filing of annual Advice Letters on modified tariffs, contract language, and

reissuance of attestation forms>2 ORA proposes that costs for the verification

administrator and funding sources will be reconsidered in the DR 2018 -2022

Application s mid -cycle review.

E. Prohibited Resource Verification Plan (Plan) for Demand Response
Programs: Party Protests — Plan Approach, Sampling Methodology, and

Installation of Loggers and Meters on a Subset of Customers

The Joint DR Parties suppor tthetPlae j oint Util i
implementation take a phased approach, by first assessing the effectiveness of the
implementation plan as directed in Resolution E-4838 to determine whether the Fan

is producing the desired result, before determining whether furth er modification s

are necessary'>*ORA opposes the Utilities’ proposal
because it would be false to assume that a newor additional assessment necessarily

leads to better verification, enforcement, and compliance. Rather than creating

potential ly drastic disruptions, requiring installation of meters for Attestation

Scenario 2 customers would provide regulatory and customer certainty. 154

BIORA, “Pr ot esHe tt op.lIRL, "365 3
152 |pid., p. 9

3 DRP, “Prot eBdtalt ™o AL 83653
B4ORA, “Prot esHe tt op.lAL, "3653
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OhmConnect opposes the Utilities proposal t
scenarios and across utilities for statewide programs, as this would incur additional
costs. Instead, OhmConnect supports sampling statewide, inclusive of all

programs.’*ORA supports the Utilities proposal t
program, rather than by program and attestatio ns scenario as proposed by the

consultant.

ORA proposes that smaller customers be allowed flexibility for compliance in Year
One, but should submit their load reduction plans to the verification administrator
by the beginning of Year Two.%¢If such plans demonstrate that they have other
means of providing DR other than the use of a prohibited resource, they will be
exempt from the logger or metering installation requirement. Similarly, Sierra Club
is in support of a targeted exemption for sm all customers.1%7

F. Customer Dispute Resolution

In AL 3653-E et al., the Utilities proposet hat , “ Customers disputi ng
[l Violation shall be permitted to engage in a dispute resolution process with the

Verification Administrator, PG&E ( Ultilities ), the Commission, and if Applicable, the
customer’  s®™agdhegdtotities assert that an e:
processes would allow “for a determination \
the 60-day cure period (for Type | Viol ations) 15° or the 30-day removal period ( for

Type Il Violations). 1% They suggestthat that a panel of five members (“ Review

550hmConnect, “ProEetstalbo, AL 3653
1S60ORA, “ P testto AL 3653 E et al.,” p . 11
57Sirk ra Club, “Pr&tesel8t p” AL 3653

158 AL 3653-E et al., Attachments B and C
159 Per Resolution E-4838, FOF 45 at 50 and OP 32 at 57, Type | Violations are clerical or
administrative in nature and do not involve the use of a prohibited resource to reduce
load during DR events.
160 Per Resolution E-4838, FOF 45 and 45 at 50 and OP at 33 at 59, Type Il Violations are
those which involve the use of a prohibited resource to reduce load during DR events and
mayincludecases i n which: a. a -cuas’t opneogviaditerstisutt oi
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Panel’) be convened, composed of an odd number of participants from each of the
following: Energy Division, the applicable Utility, the verification administrator,

ORA, and the customer’s representative (eit!]l
self-aggregated®t or direct-enrolled; the third -party aggregator for aggregator

programs; or the DRAM Seller for DRAM customers). 162 The Utilit ies propose that

the Commission’” s Ex e c ut iwowd a@ asrthe inal arbiter and issue an

Order in cases where the panel cannotprovide a consensus determination.®3 Once

the Order has been issued, the complainant and Review Panel may request the

Energy Division Director to place the Order

a Draft Resolution for full approval, or approval with modifications. 164

The Utilities request that, if the Commission approves the proposed process, Energy

Division woul d provide a “launcandatpeptbfioshtae
website.” 165 The Utilities would then seek authorization to file a Tier 1 Advice Letter

to include the language and launch date of the expedited dispute resolution process

into relevant tariffs. 166

I n its protest, ORA supports the Utilities’
resolution process using a committee, but instead proposes that the website be

created by the verification administrator, instead of Energy Division, to reduce

delays from potential staffing and contracting needs. ORA recognizes that because

to have used the resource; or b. a customer submits an invalid nameplate capacity value
for the resource and the resource was used.

161 SCE notes that it allows individual customers to self -aggregate for one account or more
under SCE CBP Schedule. There is no Third Party Aggregator representation for the self
aggregated CBP customers.

162 Al 3653-E et al., Attachment B at 6

163 |d

164 AL 3653-E et al., Attachment B at 7

165 AL 3653E et al., Attachment B at 8

166 AL 3653-E et al.,at 14
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the Review Panel workload may be high, ORA’ :
constrained.6”

CLECA protestedthei ncl usi on of ORA in the Utilities’
asserts that, given ORA’'s stated positions ¢
would not ensure an unbiased, objective perspective. In addition, the verification

administrator should also be exempted from the Review Panel since it may also call

upon her to provide evidence. 168

DISCUSSION
We discussand resolve each protest issue in turn below, as it pertainsfirst, to AL
3542E-A et al., then to AL 3653-E et al.

ITI. Advice Letters AL 3542-E-A, AL 4991-E-B, and AL 3031-E-A (“AL 3542-E-A et

al.”): Terms and Conditions of Prohibited Resources in Tariffs

A. Customer Attestations: Tariff Language on Verification

Confirming the veracity of customer attestations may require additional

information. W efindthata v er i fi cat i ornequastksiordataantd r at or ' s
premise access to be reasonable and may be necessafgr inspection. We decline to

adopt a policy of installing data loggers or metering devices at this time , aswe

explain later in this resolution. For the present, we conclude that it is reasonable for

a verification administrat or, through the Utility or an aggregator, to request data

and premise access 6r the purpose of verification, and that the customer is

responsible for responding to the request. We direct the Utilities to strike from their

tariff schedulesreferencestot h e c¢ u st o menstall slatanoggerd or meters

upont he wverificati on a deguestibdteireratetbat or Ut i | 1ty

167ORA Public Protest of AL 3653-E et al. Regarding Supplemental Filing to Comply with
D. 16-09-056 at 12
WCLECA,” ProteBtewfalAL3 368183 pp. 1
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participation conditions must include attestations th at are subject to verification. We
decline to adopt tabsuggesedobythe Joiet BR Raries ad trat’
term could be subject to subjective interpretations. Verification activities should be
consistent with the verification plan details that are addressed later in this

resolution.

We also restate that, in compliance with Resolution E-48381¢° while attestations may
be updated at any time without limitations, such changes must be supported by
documentation on operational changes. We find it reasonable to request this
confirmation from customers, which can be provided to the Utility in the form of a
work order, invoice, or inspection report. We direct the Utilities to specify that
approval of an updated attestation, which may be performed at anytime, is
contingent upon customers providing documentation confirming the operational
change.

B. Customer Attestations: Forms

The Joint DR Parties argue that aggregators are responsible for collecting customer
attestations, but ar e n o tandthatghisishoelddnotbbeoa us e Ut
contract requirement. 1’0 As specified, Resolution E-4838 requires aggregators to

submit customer attestation forms to Ultilities, but does not prescribe using the

Uti | it i &/e agreé with thresJoint DR Partesand find Utilities’ p
requirement to use its own forms would add an additional unnecessary burden for

customers and aggegators.

In order to streamline attestations for the initial collection period , existing customer
aggregators may use their attestation forms for Program Year 2018. Moving forward
and for future program years , for simplicity and consistency, we agreewith PG&E
thataggr egat or s us estatioh fermdJ(if thereiate changes) whithtare

169 Resolution E-4838 at 19
0] DRP, edtt® Alo3642E-Aetal, ” (Protest to SCE, p. 2: Prot
to SDG&E, p. 2)
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i ncorporated as part of lAlso, asimutuakysgreedddd / Del
upon at a stakeholder teleconference on September 24, 201 PRG&E and SDG&E will

accept submissionsthrough an electronic or “ ¢ | isigniattre, verified through

third -party authentication. Since SCE s i nt er nal si gn@mocasy e aut he
accepts multiple types of signatures, the Ultility shall accept attestation submissions

without the use of third -party authentication. 172

We clarify below the forms to be used for each program year, for Utility and
aggr egat or exptngand nawcsistomers, and for DRAM existing and new
customers. We direct Utilities to revise language for all tariffs, schedules, contracts
and special mnditions to reflect the obligation for aggregators to collect and submit
to the Utiliti es attestations from customers.

We specifyi n t he bel ow matri x the usefor@bgramggr ega:
Years 2018 and 2019 and beyond for nodDRAM and DRAM customers.

Program | Utility and Aggregator Program: Utility and Aggregator DRAM: Existing and

Year Existing Customers Programs: New Customers New Customersl?3

2018 Aggregator customers: Ag g r e g a| Utilitie s attestation forms Aggr e g attestation ’
attestation forms (which includes and( as part addj |forms, stored by
supporting documentation on delete forms, to be stored by | aggregatorsand
nameplate capacitiesfor each aggregators and submitted to | submitted to the Utilities
resource) to be stored by aggregators | the Utilities and the CPUC and the CPUC upon
and submitted to the Utilities and upon request request

MP G&E, OnBedcsPpoteststo AL 3542E-Aet a@.l3. , 7
mSCE, “Comment to BO&f6t "RéEsbdlrutrgn2B, 2018, p.
173ResolutionE-4 838 OP 16, “The Utilities shal/l alter t
affected DR programs other than the DRAM to indicate that the Utilities will collect
attestations from their own returning non -residential customers and will requir e
submittal by third party aggregators of attestations for all of their returning non -
residential customers by the Utility -s peci fi ed date in Q4” and OP 1
DRAM contract language to require third -party aggregators to collect and store
attestations for all returning non -residential customers by December 31, 2017, and to
make these available upon request to Utilities
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the CPUC upon request

2019and [Exi sting aogggomergat |Utiliti esformatt|{Aggregators’
beyond attestations are already on file both and( as part of J|forms,stored by
with Utilities and aggregators since | delete forms to be stored by aggregators and

2018.Any o perational or aggregators and submitted to | submitted to the Utilities
administrative change requiring an the Utilities and the CPUC and the CPUC upon
update or correction to existing upon request request

attestations will be made on the
Uti | it i,eodeéstofedbyms
aggregators and submitted to the

Utilities and the CPUC upon request

Similarly, we agree with the Joint DR Parties that it would be cumbersome for
parties to be required to attest and sign individually for each service account on a
property. 1#When a customer has multiple service accounts on one property, we
find sufficient the submission of one attestation form per attestation scenario. We
also agree with PG&E and SCE that, to ensure recordkeeping for verification and
compliance, detailed infor mation must support the attestation form .1’>We address
t he Joi nt reDuest ®rdurtiei gaidahce : In accordance with Resolution E-
4838, customers whose prohibited resource is being used to reduce lod during
demand response events(Attestation Scenario 3), the number of resources and total
nameplate capacity of all resourceswill be provided by the customer or the
aggregator. These values will beused by the Utilities to create a total value for the
DAV . For Scenario 2,we conclude that having the number of resources and total
nameplate capacity of all resources should also beincluded in the attestation form.
We direct the Utilities to accept one attestation form per Attestation Scenario, asa
proxy for all resources that fall und er the particular scenario. Supporting
documentation that provides additional substantiation (such as nameplate capacities
for each resource under each scenarip are to be storedby the aggregator and
submitted upon request of the verification administrator or the CPUC. We provide
the below format as guidance

174 Stakeholder Teleconference on September 24, 2017
175 |d
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Scenario 1: I do | Scenario 2: I do have a Scenario 3: I have a prohibited
not have a prohibited resource on-site | resource on-site and will use it for
prohibited and will not use it to reduce | operational, health, and safety
resource on-site. | load during DR events purposes.
ServiceAcct. # | Service | Number of Service | Number of resources and
Acct. # | resources and total | Acct. # | total nameplate capacity for
nameplate all resources (this is the
capacity for all Default Adjustment Value,
resources which will be subtracted
from the Potential Load
Reduction or Nominated
Capacity)*7®
In addition, to achieve uniformity and consistencyt hr oughout Utiliti es
processes, we f iseqient@@pproach prefesapleisaetdeving

consistency among aggregator attestation processes and direct all Utilities to
prescribe the following process in their aggregator contracts for the submission of

attestation forms:177

a. The aggregator completes the add / delete brm,;
b. The aggregator presents the add / delete brm to the customer for signature;

and

c. The aggregator submits the completed forr

the Utility .

We disagreewi t h PG&E’ s trhes pjaon g tDAR thRaant i es’ pr ot e

aggregator’s contractual agr eenteertiypeotvi t h a

176 Resolution E-4838, Appendix| | ,  p .-ratédS_.oad Dr@pd_evel = Full Load Drop
Level-Def ault Adjustment Value.”
177S CE, pbnReasProtestto AL 3542E-Aetal., ™ p. 3
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customer attestation form chosen!’®as this was not required in Resolution E-4838.

We note that the aggr eg aghoweverscomtiogant upenct u a l a (
the compliance with the prohibitionndand subr
the specific form chosen. We direct the Utilities to include this requirement in their

aggregator contracts.

C. Default Adjustment Value (DAV)

Based onResolution E-4838 we find that a customer’s ope

result in modifications to the DAV are in fact subject to confirmation by the

Utility .27°Under D.16-09-056, Utilities are responsible for meeting the prohibition

requirements among all their DR customers, whether in Utility or third -party -

aggregated programs.18We concur with the Joint DR Parties that the verification

administrator should not approvea cust omer’ s op®asheri onal cha

assigned task is to check the veracity of tl

capacity, and as addressed inprevious section 1.a.“ Customer Attestations: Tariff

Language on Verification,” the verification administrator may request data and

records (as described in the Verification Plan), as well as site access to confirm the

s at t §e tind that ibisrreasanable andwiot. hi n t he Ut i |
operational realm and compliance requirement to verify and approve an alteration

cust omer

toac u st o me rbased ob dp¥rational changes

Second, because the addition or removal of a prohibited resource may result in a

customer’' s operational c¢hanglechangesdragalsbut i ng t
subject to the wutilityTofmrthered iafriidgt,i drmppmdvaj
step Utilities must take toreviewt he documentati on supporting
changed operational circumstances before confirming with the aggregator that, for

example,t he customer’ s BAtbrponaded intb thecapdr apoate

18P G & E , eply tdRProtests to AL 3542E-A etal., ” p. 2

179 Resolution E-4838, at 41; FOF 21 at 48; FOF 30 &8;40P 6 at 55

180D,16-09-056, OP 4 at 95

81J DRP, “Pr ot eBAet od@hidtest 8 SCE Qp. 23; PG&E, p. 2; SDG&E, p. 2)
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settlement calculation or that the removal ¢
location shifts a customer from Attestation Scenario 2 to Attestation Scenario 1.We

concur with PG&E that this “approv®We shoul ¢
find this consistent with Resolution E-4838 OP6.

We order the Ultilities to retain tariff and contract language reflecting that the

verification administrator or Utility may veri fy the chabAges to a
due to operational changes;and that operational changes that result in a DAV are

not subjecttoa veri fi cati on ad nbutraiesubjecadatt i $ i agpsov.
approval as required by Commission order. For consistency we direct both SDG&E

and PG&E to include the provision that attestation updates resulting from the

removal or addition of a pr ohi bifirdt subjecttce sour c
the Utility’s approval, as such changes may
c ust ome r FugherDaAd/as addressed in a subsequent section of this

Resolution, switching to a renewable fuel constitutes an operational change that

removes a resource flom Attestation Scenario 2 to Attestation Scenario 1.

D. Attestation Violations

We concur with the Joint DR Parties that Resolution E-4838 defines a Type |l
Violation asoccurring when a customer is using a prohibited resource for the
purpose of reducing load during a DR event. 183 Hence, acustomer who possesses a
prohibited resource on-site but is not using it for the expressed purpose of reducing
load during a DR event falls under a Type | Violation. Because this violation does
not involve t he use of a prohibited resource to reduce load during a DR event, the
customer hasan opportunity to cure the violation by updating their attestation
under Attestation Scenario 2. Hence, we grant the Joint DR Partiesrelief and direct
Utilities to revise tariff enforcement terms consistent with Ordering Paragraphs 14
and 15 of Resolution E-4838 forall relevant schedules and associated special
conditions.

2P G&E, OnBedcsPpotests to AL 3542E-A etal., ™ p. 2
183 Resolution E-4838, FOF 44 and 45 at 43 and 44; OPs 14 and 15 at 49
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!

However, we di sagree with the Joint D&38Parties
allows for Type | v iolations to be cured and reinstated at any time.*81t is not clear if

the Joint DR Parties’ protest 1implies that ¢
attestation should not be removed from a program within the 60 -day cure period.

Resolution E-4838 OP 13 spedies that customers who do not agreeto the

prohibition or provide a correct attestation will not be eligible to participate , which

means removal fromtheprogramand / or t he agdftUaderthisor ' s po
requirement, only when such customers remedy the violation by both agreeing to

comply with the prohibition and submitting an attestation can they participate in a

DR program; if the customer refuses, she would fall under a Type | violation . All

customers under the Type | violation scenarioare bound by the 60-day cure period.

If such a customer chooses notto comply with the prohibition by submitting a

corrected attestation within 60 days, then the customer would not eligible to

participate in a DR program until an attestation has been submitted. This is

consistent with the intent of Resolution E -4838, which allows for customers to enroll
“subject to acceptance (residential) or wuport

attestation (#®Won residential).

Here we take the opportunity to clarify that, customers who do not agree with the
prohibition and hence, have not submitted an attestation as part of their contract, are
not able to enroll in DR. These customers have not committed any contractual
violation, as they are not party to a DR agreement with the Utility or an aggregator.
Thesepotential customers are simply not DR customers and are consequently not
subject to any repercussions from committing violations. If, at some point, such
potential customers were interested in enrolling in a DR program, then they would
have to agree to the terms of the prohibition and submit an attestation form. Until

1843 DRP, “Prot eBAetalp” ALPB&UYRst t o S-€BDG&R,.pp.2; PG&E
3

185 Resolution E-4838, OP 21 at 58

186 Resolution E-4838, at 25
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such time, these potential customers are not subject to the enrollment time limits as
dictated by violation rules.

We direct SCE and PG&E where already stated and consistent with OPs 32 and 33
in Resolution E-4838,to retain proposed tariff schedule language to indicate that
Type | violations -- which include refusal to comply with the prohibition by
submitting a correct attestation -- are curable within 6 0-days. Where missing, such
as i n SDG& EE-Aprofadsed gafiff3sthedules for CBP, BIP, and AFP, we
direct the Utilities to add this language and apply it consistently throughout all
proposed tariff schedules. These modifications should indicate that Type | violations
are curable within 60-days, after which a customer will be removed from a program
and / or t he ag guntisychtineerthe sustgmerrsubmits n o
attestation. If a customer has submitted an incorrect attestation but did not use a
prohibited resource to reduce load during DR events, then the customer has
opportunity to cure the violation within 60 -days. We agree with the Joint DRPs that
this is consistent with Resolution E-4 8 3 8 * s @8 Hemece, ivé doect.SDG&E to
strike the proposed tariff language indicating that a Type | non -compliance is
subject toimmediate removal for 12 calendar months for a single instance of
violation.

We further clarify here Type | and Type Il violations and the terms under which

customer violation will result in  removal for uncured Type | or Type Il violations.

First, we reason that not all cases of norcompliance are uniformly grievous.

However, because drmelsvand imaéetermming nont-compliande,s

Resolution E-4838 explicitly categorized Type | violations as those inwhich the

infraction does not involve the use of a prohibited resource to reduce load during a

DR event, while Type Il violations involve the use of a prohibited resource to reduce

load during a DR event or submitting an invalid nameplate capacity . It then follows

that for a customerwhoat t ests to Scenario 1 (“1 do not
on site”), but i n f ac t-siththas sheafailgdrtocclhim,butdide d r e s «

187 Resolution E-4838 OP 32 at 32
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not use the resource to reduce load during a DR event,committed a Type |
Violation. Additionally a customer who submits an incorrect nameplate capacity
under Scenario 2 has committed a Type 1 violation. The nameplate capacity
information in Scenario 2 is for data gathering purposes.

Conversely, a customer who has a prohibited resource but attestedto not having
one on site (submitted an attestation under Scenario 1) but has used the resource to
reduce load during a DR event, has committed a Type Il violation. Similarly, a
customer who has submitted an attestation that she has a prohibited resource
(submitted an attestation under Scenario 3) with the invalid nameplate capacity has
committed a Type Il violation. Because this violation does involve the use of a
prohibited resource to reduce load during a DR event, the customer is removed
from the progr am and is ineligible for enroliment for 12 calendar months.

Weconcur with CLECA’s comment that submittin
higher than the actual value would not involve the use of a prohibited resource and

would thus constitute a Type | Viol ation. It then follows that only reported lower -

than-actual nameplate capacitieswould constitute a Type Il Violation.

As such, we direct Utilities to update attestation descriptions to clarify relevant
violations. For specificity, we provide the below v iolation descriptions and scenario
examples, andreiterate the resulting actions:

Type I Violation: Type II Violation

Description | Minor clerical or administrative 1. Using prohibited resource(s) to
errors that may be resolved with an reduce load during a DR event
updated attestation and do not despite attesting to not doing
involve the use of prohibited resource so, and/ or
to reduce load during a DR event 2. Submitting an invalid nameplate

capacity for a prohibited
resource(s)under Attestation
Scenario 3

Scenarids) | 1.Existing customer attests to not 1. Customer attests to not using a
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having a prohibited resource on prohibited resource on site.

site, but in fact has a resource on However, customer used the

site. However, customer did not resource to reduce load during a

use the resource to reduce load DR event.

during a DR event. 2. Customer reports a lower -than-
2. Customer reports a higher-than- actual nameplate capacity.

actual nameplate capacity.
Resulting Existing customer has 60 days from | A single instance of non-

Actions date of notice to cure non- compliance will result in customer
compliance. If an attestation is not removal from the schedule and
submitted within 60 days (uncured | ineligibility to enroll in any DR

non-compliance), the customer will program for 12 calendar months
be removed fromthe Ut i | i t y |fromthe removal date. Two or
scheduleand/or t he a g g| moreinstances will result in the
portfolio until an attestation is sameremoval and ineligibility
provided . terms for three years.
Refusal to Accept Prohibition as Term of Participating in Utility or Third-Party
Aggregator DR Program

Description | Customer does not agree with prohibition requirements as term of
program participation

Result Customer is not in eligible to participate in the affected DR program until
such time customer agrees with prohibition and submits an attestation.

We al so agree with the consultant’s recomme:t
third -party aggregators are responsible for enforcing the prohibition, the CPUC

should take steps to discourage leniency® To this end, we direct the Utilities and

third -party aggregators to provide an annual report to Energy Division that includes

the number of DR participants found by the verification administrator to be in

violation of the prohibition, resulting actions taken , incidents of fuel switching

(whether to renewable fuels or in reverse) and suggestions on how the Verification

Plan or processes could be impoved.

E. Customer Dispute Resolution

¥ Nexant, Inc., Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Programs
(September 1, 2017), p56
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CLECA seeks relief from having two potentially biased Review Panel members and
asks for the removal of ORA and the verification administrator from the panel. 18°
Although the inclusion of an aggregator as part of the Review Panel was not
contested, the Commission finds that this also would not meet the requirement of
objective and non-biased participation.

Factually, there is no order issued by the Commission to create or establish a dispute
resolution process separake from the existing Commission processeswhere

customers dispute Utility interpretation of tariffs . The creation of a Review Panel is
unnecessary and may instead pose additional
constraints, as expressed by ORA, or conflictsof interest, as raised by CLECA. As

such, we direct disputes involving Type | or Type Il violations be resolved using the

Commi ssion’s formal complaint process, whicl
assigned to a hearing officer1%°We find the existing process to be reasonable,

allowing for resolution for each type of violation, while providing the certainty of a

Commission decision. As with other tariff disputes , contractual terms such as bills

and incentives will be determined by the existing Arbitration of Disputes rules as set

forth by each Utility , and the customer remains on the tariff until the dispute has

beenresolved Anydi spute regarding the customers C C
formal complaint process is a factual matter and a policy decision subject to the
Commi ssion’”s existing .formal compl aint pr oceé

Under the formal complaint process, complainants have the opportunity for a
hearing under an Expedited Complaint Procedure, in which a hearing is typically
held within 30 days, or under the R egular Complaint Procedure, which allows for
attorney representation and for cases in any amount to be heard!°: Because these
procedures as part of an adjudicatory proceeding, complaints require a Commission

BCLECA, “Prot eB-Aetélp” Ah. 3342

190 CPUC, Rules of Practice and Procedutalifornia Code of Requlations, Title 20, Division 1,
Chapter 1, Article 4, (July 1, 2017), pp. 4642

191 |d
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final decision will be issued within 12 months of filing. A rehearing may be
requested on this decision.19?|f a Complainant is not satisfied with the rehearing, she

may appeal the Commi ssion’s decisiwoeotnct. t o the

We direct the Utilities, customers and / or aggregators to refer tariff disputes arising

il

from the verification processt o t he exi sting Commi ssion’ s f¢

F. Outreach Metrics

The Joint DR Parties protest against SCEon this issue is rejected.SCE was directed
by Resolution E-4838 to add contract language requiring aggregators to develop
metrics for outreach and notification. SCE is not dictating what those metrics are,
but merely indicating aggregators’ responsibilities in the contract.

Because the relevanttariff s and the Verification Plan were protested, SCE and PG&E
did not provide sufficient outreach and notification plans (including specific metrics
against which the efficacy of outreach and notification are to be measured) for

Utili ty programs as directed by Resolution E-4838 Because this resolution resolves
all remaining issues with the tariffs and Verification Plan, w e direct SCE and PG&E
to develop an outreach and notification plan as directed in E-4838,along with
associated tagets and metrics, in a Tier 1 Advice Letter 30days within the approval
of this Resolution.SDG&E’ s pr opos ed shooldbe tpdaded withon pl an
detailed metrics to ensure that customers are appropriately notified of the updated
tariffs, contracts, attestation, and verification terms as approved in this resolution .
SDG&E shall submit a Tier 1 Advice Letter for that purpose within 30 days of this
Resolution.

G. Costs and Fund Shifting

We approve SDG&E’'s request to f proggmsthhi ft $9:
avoid depletion of one budget category from its 2018-2022DR portfolio .19 SDG&E

192|d,
193SDG&E AL 3031-E-A, p. 3
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initially proposed to shift a total of $934,498 (of which $1,000 is assigned to customer
outreach), from two Program Categories in the 2017 DR Approved Program Budget:
$700,000 from Budget Category 4-Technology Incentive Program and $234,498 from
Budget Category 2 — Capacity Bidding Program. 1*¢ SDG&E indicated in its
subsequent Comments that these funds are no longer available Thus, we concur

with the Utility that the fund shift should instead be drawn from its 20182022DR
portfolio .

IV. Advice Letters AL 3653-E, AL 5138-E, and AL 3108-E (“AL 3653-E et al.”):
Prohibited Resource Verification Plan (Plan) for Demand Response (DR)

Programs

A. Adoption of Modified Plan and Utilities” Proposal to Install Meters and
Loggers

We adoptthe Ut i | Prbhibiked Resources Verification Plan for DR Programs with
modifications . We adopt the following verification implementation steps as outlined
intheconsul taann:t "“sThPRel common aspects of the ver
attestation scenario, include random sampling from each group of attestations and

first contacting customers in the sample to validate the submitted attestation to

catch and rectify potential administrative errors. After these two activities, the

verification plan becomes attestation-s p e ¢ %fHere, thé Commission adopts the

Plan for Attestation Scenario 1 and Att estation Scenario 3.

For Attestation Scenario 2 customers, or those who have attested to having a
prohibited resource that is not used for load reduction during DR events , we direct
the Utilities to amend the Plan as follows for the present, and provide further
reasoning in subsequent sections

194 |d
195Nexant, Inc., Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Programs
(September 1, 2017), p. 3
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1 “Scenario 2: For generatorgyreater than 50 hp (37 kW), request written
operating manifests, as required by Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM), and
adate and time-stampedphotoof t he g e ndogget!®For s hour
generators less than 50 hpload curtailment plans may be requested of
audited customers. For all customers with generators greater or less than 50
hp,visualy conf i rm t he resource’ compa@the pl ate ca
operation manifests to DR event dates and outage data, either through a date
and time-stamped photo or a site visit. Other information about the resource
(e.g, single line diagrams, location, capacity, etc.), as required by CPUC Rule
217 and the California Health and Safety Code (HSC)%¢ should also be
requested from the Utility. ”

We concur wi t h reconemerdaionghat| sin@e metords for both CPUC
Rule 21 andHSC cover nearly all prohibited resources of any size, with the
exception of agricultural pumps, 19 these recordscan be used as documentation
resource in the Plan.

1% Per California Air Resources Board (CARB) Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for
Stationary Compression Ignition Engines § 93115.10(a)customers with generators
greater than 50 hp are required to maintain operation manifests and to have a non-
resettable hour logger to show the aggregate number of hours the geneaator has been
operated. ATCM compliance requirements are enforced by financial penalty fees
depending upon the type, duration, and history of violations at the facility.
1970On-site resources thatarenotc onnected to a Utility’s distribu
required to enter into an interconnection agreement, but are nevertheless subject to Rule
21 requirements when the resource is operating in momentary parallel operation mode.
In such cases, the resourcenust be reviewed and approved by the Utility.
198 Per California Health and Safety Code (HSC) § 119085(b), customers with resources
operating in isolated mode are not required to enter into an interconnection agreement,
but must submit information, including | ocatio
requirements.
19 Rule 21 does not cover agricultural pumps as these resources are not interconnected to a
Utility's distribution system.
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The verification process adopted above for Scenario 2participants is areasonable
approach at this time. It will provide some degree of compliance while also

provid ing clear rules for participants to meet their compliance obligations. For
reasons explained in Section B. below we do not adopt at this time meters or loggers
as a method of verification for Scenario 2 participants.

We recognize that there may becases in which the verification process for all
attestation scenarios may require additional supporting evidence such as line
diagrams and other documentation. The Commission also notes that, since nonby
passable prohibited resources are not capable of beng used for DR events,
verification may simply require inspection of operation data against power outage
data.?°We direct Utilities to indicate these requirements in all relevant schedules
and contracts.

We agree with the Joint DR Partiesand ORA that because the Commission did not
factor the cost of verification when directing DRAM contracts, 2°they should be
exempt from direct cost burdens that would otherwise accrue to them directly, such
as the installation of interval meters and data loggers. However , we note that non-
direct Plan costs (i.e., third party administrator) are recovered from all retail
customers—both DRAM and non -DRAM participants —through distribution rates.
OhmConnect arguesthat, since the load of small commercial customers are more
akin to residential load, they are least likely to use a prohibited resource and should
be exempt from the costs of the verification. Since we are declining to adopt any
metering or loggingrequir e ment s at this time, OhmConnect

costs for small commercial customers is moot. However, since small commercial

20l n its Plan, the consultant states, “In the si
that does not have a bypas switch and has an automatic transfer switch that closes
under loss of power will not be able to operate a prohibited resource during a DR event.
These types of generators are designed and used for the safe shutdown of the facility and

to supportonlyesse nt i al controls and emer ¢Pohibited | i ght i n¢
Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Prog(&eystember 1, 2017), p. 8.
200 DRP, testt® ALO3653Eetal,  @nd 3ORA, “ Pr otkestt all® ,AL 3653
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customers aresubject to the terms of the prohibition, then they too must share the
proportional cost burdens for the Verification Plan. We direct the Utilities to
indicate these requirements in all relevant contract agreements and program
conditions.

In additon,we approve the Utilities’ request to t
meters in 10 percent of Attestation Scenario 2 customers?®?2 We authorize the
Utilities a contingency fund of $37,000 for a total budget of $222,000 (which is an
additional 20% of the requested amount). The Ultilities are authorized to fund shift
from their 2018-2022DR portfolios forthese f und s . The Utilities’
proposal is modified accordingly:
1. Install an equal proportion of interval meters and data loggers;
2. Include installation of both types of measuring devices on customers:
a. Who use their resource for baseload generation,including during DR
events;
b. Who are not connected to a Utility’s di
are not bound by Rule 21 requirements to maintain records for
verification), such as those in AP-I;
c. Who do not have other onsite load that can be used toreduce load during
DR events.

We direct the Utilities to file information on the results of the Test Year (2019)

installations in the Application s proceeding discussed below. The Utilities are to file

an updated version of the Verification Plan containing the amendments directed

herein as asupplemental Tier 1 Advice Letter within 30days ofthisRe s ol ut i on’ s
adoption. We shorten the protest period to 15 days of the date of the supplemental

filing.

22 AL 3653-Eetal,p.8
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We interpret the Utilities ’ fund shifting request to be seeking funds from their 2018-

22 portfolios.2No party i s opposed to the Utilities’
demand response funds to cover the first-year verification plan costs and the

installation of interval meters and loggers. The Ultilities reques t for fund shifting is

reasonable so we authorize the Utilities to shift the funds from their 2018 -22 demand

response portfolios for these purposes, up to the prescribed budget cap of $222,000

Finally, due to the market -sensitive nature of the documentation used for
verification, we direct Utilities to require that the verification administrator: a.)
include third -party aggregators in their communication to customers when making
informational requests of aggregator customers; and b.) as part of its contract with
the Utilities , sign a standardized non-disclosure agreementwhich specifies that
proprietary Demand Response load-reduction -related information are to be kept
under seal, made available only to the verification administrator and the
Commission. This information is not available to the Utilities.

B. Weighing Verification Efficacy Against Cost

The Commission recognizes that aprohibition is only as effective as the supporti ng
enforcement regime; and enforcement is built on verification . In this case, a
verification plan should provide an acceptable level of certainty that DR resources
are in compliance with the prohibition .

Several verification options have been suggestedthat would provide certainty, but

the Commission elected not to adopt them, suchas* cost | y” rhieahmnemal i ng or
site visits2%4 While these methods provide a high level of certainty, we were

concerned aboutthe associatedcost in maintaining surveillance and achieving

203 The Utilities’ fund -shifting proposal (pg. 14 of AL 3653-E) references shifting funds from
the 201516 portfolios to fund the initial DRAM pilots (OP 5d of D.14 -12-024). Since the
201516 portfolios no longer exist, the Utilities fund shift request was interpreted as an
application of the principle that was authorized for funding DRAM.

204D.16-09-056 at 39 and 42
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certainty of compliance. A reasonable and preferableoutcome would be one that
produces a high level of confidence in the verification results while avoiding
“cost | y” Whdeans panies seefuted the statutory directives in DR, the

remaining issue of what c cemans eldsivet e s costly’
Here,wenote heret hat t he i ssue otb(a)whomysfoythiecasts r el at
(b.) the actual cost ofthe unit and its installation (labor), and (c.) the incentive the

customer receiving. While the determination on (a.) is outside the scope of these

Advice Letters, the information on (b.) and (c.) -- which have been raised by

stakeholders -- remains elusive.

Because theprimary contested issueis about the installation of potentially “ cost | y”
devices such as dataloggers and interval meters, we take the opportunity to detail

and address party comments on the subject, but first clarify both terms in the

context of verifying prohibited resource output and as s uggested in the Plan.

For the purposes of this Resolution, “data I

equipment that displays the datesandtimest amps of a resource’s o0
logger would show whether the prohibited resource was on or off during a DR

event. Loggers are limited in their information because, for example, they may show

periodic testing of a prohibited resource or its use associated with load management

for demand charges, neither of which is prohibited, unless required by local air

quality standards. In addition, loggers do not record hourly level of output from a

resource but instead record cumulative runtime.

Seconder $meadare electronic measuring devices
withtime-st amped data of the prohibited resource
demonstrate that such output does not increase during a DR event and, for example,

would allow a verification administrator to distinguish whether a Combined Heat

and Power (CHP) unit was being used for normal load management operations,

which is not prohibited, or whether it increased output during DR events, which is
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prohibited. Both types of measuring devices —loggers and meters— can be factory-
installed or after-market installed on the output leads of the prohibited resource.

Third, parties refer to records that capture operating details of the resource, which

are either manual or digital. Customers with ce rtain prohibited resources are

sometimes required by their respective local air districts to maintain these records.

Because of the potential confusion between this term and the abovereferenced

electronidat a | og, we wuse t he t endcate‘docyprentsidni on ma
that resource owners use tomanually r ecord the date, time, and the number of

hours a resource was in use.

As noted by ORA, there are limits to this type of manual documentation as it

primarily relies on self -reportingand i nt er pr et ati on of a distric
ORA argues that cumulative operating data from air quality district operation

manifests is inadequate to determine when a resource has been in usé® One of the

consultant’s key observations from site visi
the | ocal air quality manageme.g,bnedustenter i ct , \
reports only emissions test results versus all of the dates and hours of

oper at i ®NMaeover, dnly three of the 15 customers who maintained

operation manifests were able to confirm that these manifests recorded the start and

end times of their prohibited resource. 207

Given the inherent weaknesses inmanual documentation, we return to the subject

of electronic interval meters and cumulative loggers. Based on the information filed

to date, we note the inconsistency and lack of specificity in cost estimates for the

purchase and installation of loggers and meters. For example, intheir Advice Letter

filing s, the Utilities estimate that a meter for large customers would cost $2,000, and

its installation another $2,000, without referencing the peak demand scenario suited

2050R A, “Pr ot esHetd.,0” Afl. 34653

206 Nexant, Inc., Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Programs
(September 2, 2017), p. 31

207 bid., p. 30
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for this type of meter.2%8In its response to a data request andasstatedi n ORA’ s

protest, PG&E only providest he consul tant’' s amddighercast e f or |
revenue-grade metering,2°°which they assert is costly.?1° SCE and SDG&E provide

both meter and installation costs ranging from $487 to $850 for customerswith peak

demand of 100 kW .21 For customers with 20 MW of peak demand, the meter and
installation costs range from “up?iltees $1, 450"
unclear why there is up to a $363 difference in costbetween the Utilities for the 100

kW peak demand scenario and up to an $8,550ifference for the 20 MW peak

demand scenatrio. In its Plan, the consultant offers that the meters and installation

costs would range between $500 to $2,000. The consultant quotes the cost of loggers

to be approximately $585213 Due to these significant price differences between units

it would be inaccurate to rely on an average estimate as a measure of cost: The cost

of units quoted either populate the lower end or the upper end of the range. It may

be that the costestimates vary because the parties and the consultant are using

varying definitions of a meter.

Here we al so note OmBW,asdCBPF Utikty program incentives P

i nterval meters would be affordabl entafnd not
DR customers (some of which may have an exemption to operate during DR events

wi t h a "B%sgumjing a customer will have only one meter2t5. While this may

hold true for customers receiving an average minimum incentive of $1,780,

208 SCE, AL 3653E et al.,p. 6
2P G& E, “Response to ORA Data Request of May 30,
20During, “Backup Generator Workshop,” held on J
costsofrevenuegr ade met ering can be high.”
MSCE, spRease to ORA Data Request of -3MBG&E3 0, 2017
“Response to ORA Data Request of May 30, 2017,
212|d_
213Nexant, Inc., Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Programs
(September 1, 2017), pp. 44 45
240RA, “ProtesE dto aAH3 ,3"65Bp. 2
215|bid., p. 8
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conversely, the $58L average meter cost may be unaffordable for the other 58 percent
of smaller Utility DR customers who have 100 kW of peak demand. 216

While ORA provides data that compares meter costs to DR program incentives, that
data is limited to only Utility DR customers participating directly in the BIP, CBP
and AP-1 (SCE only) programs. Incentives that DR participants are paid by
aggregators in those programs or through aggregator DRAM contracts was not
made available by any stakeholder in the advice letter procesg'”. Without
information on incentives for all DR participants, we are unable to fully ascertain the
impact of metering or logger requirement . Such data would be critical in informing
any policy decisions about metering or logging.

The Utilities proposed capping costs relative to the benefits accrued from avoided

emissions, translated into dollar -value terms. We find the estimates problematic for

several reasons: e proposal lacked supporting data and or rationale for its

underlying assumptions. The proposal excluded any source for the values on

human health and environmental benefits, along with any details of the emission
profilesofthe20 per cent Attestation Scenari o 2 cust

of fender s. Foremost , t hbenefit concppbtisatwas nevert r o d u c ¢
entered into the proceeding for stakeholder review and debate, nor adopted by the
Commission. For thesereasons, the Utilities proposed cap on costs based on its

avoided emissions costbenefit analysis is rejected.

In sum, there is no data in the record on incentive revenues received by customers
participating in demand response through aggregators. We find that the record in

216 |pid., p. 6

2170n September 28, 2017 ORA submitted in R.139-011 a Motion to Compel EnerNOC and
CPower to respond to ORA data requests concerning participation and incentive levels
of their customers in DRAM and IOU DR programs. According to ORA, the information
it sought would be relevant in ascertaining if meters were unduly costly for DR
participants. This motion was opposed by EnerNOC and CPower. To date, the
Commission has taken no action on the Motion.
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the proceeding demonstrates disputed evidence that have beenproduced by parties

to support their relative positions on incentive revenue and equipment costs .218

Consequently there is lack of sufficient data to accurately determine affordability or
unaffordability, which is a necessary step I
by D.16-09-05621°

There is significant factual dispute regarding the potential costs for purchase and
installation of digital loggers and meters for the benefits they provide as well as
policy decisions that must be made regarding what costs may be allocated to
various types of DR program participants based on their generation capacity and
compensation scheme.

We conclude that the advice letter process is ilkequipped to resolve factual disputes
or complex policy considerations as described above. General Order (GO) 96-B
states “The advice | etter process provides a q
of utility requests that are expected neither to be controversial nor to raise important
policy questions. The . .. process does not provide for an evidentiary hearing; a
matter that requires an evidentiary hearing may be considered only in a formal
proceedin g %?2°"Because the advice letter process is not designed to effectively
resolve these issues, the Utilities are herebydirected to file formal Application s
requesting Commission consideration of these issuesto ascertain whether the
Commission should adopt the use of loggers and meters in the prohibited resources
verification plan . The Commission determines that the Application process would
allow evidence development within the record of a formal proceeding on the costs
of loggers and meters, and enable the Commission to weigh those costs against the
benefits that loggers and meters provide. As part of the Application s proceeding,

218 Nexant, Inc., Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Programs
(September 1, 2017), p. 29: “Overall, most res
and installation as the reason they would or would not continue to participate in demand
response.’”

219D.16-09-056 at 39

220 General Order (G.0O.) 96B, General Rule 5.1
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the Commission also retains its authority to make further policy determinations
based on the results of the Test Yeainstallations and the implementation of the
Plan.

We direct the utilities to file the Application swith initial information on measuring
devices and utility customers by October 19, 2018, followed by a second filing on
October 18, 2019 with the results of the Test Year installations. By October 19, 2018,
Utilities are to submit information on:

1. Non revenue-grade and settlement-quality interval generator meters

a. The full range of models, along with their functionalities, and associated
unit and installation costs;

b. Description of customers whose resource usage patterns and scenarios are
best evaluated with this meter installation ;

2. Revenue-grade and settlement-quality interval generator meters
a. The full r ange of models, along with their functionalit ies, and associated

unit and installation costs ;
b. Description of customers whose resource usage patterns and scenarios are
best evaluated with this meter installation;

3. Cumulative data loggers
a. Range of models, along with their functionalities, and associated unit and

installation costs;
b. Description of customers whose resource usage patterns and scenarios are
best evaluated with a meter installation;

c. Customer load reduction and incentive profiles for each affected DR program;
and range of meter or logger unit plus installation costs, under the prescribed
scenarios in the below section;

d. Percentage of customers providing the below-listed levels of demand
response capacity (peak demand minus
and the corresponding range (lowest to highest), mean, and median incentive
levels. We provide the below table as a request for information on values

65
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below 1 MW, and require the same information in 1 MW increments for
output and load reductions from 1 MW to 20 MW:

Xx < 10100 kW < x |[500 kW

IN

Incentive Range

Incentive Mean

Incentive Median

% of Customers Providing
Reduction

Range of Non Revenue-
Grade and Settlement

Quality Meter Cost (per
Resource Unit)

Range of Non Revenue-
Grade and Settlement
Quality Meter Installation
Cost (per Resource Unit)

Range of Revenue-Grade
and Settlement-Quality
Meter Cost (per Resource
Unit)

Range of Revenue-Grade

and Settlement-Quality
Meter Installation Cost (per
Resource Unit)

Range of Logger Cost (per
Resource Unit)

Range of Logger Installation

Cost (per Resource Unit)
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5. Provide and describe functionalities and associated costs of data loggers that
could, in addition to recording the date, time and cumulative hours of
operation, provide kW output of the resource, as mentioned by the consultant
in its Plan.22

6. Provide and describe functionalities and associated costs of other types of
measurement devices that could act as proxy to the use of an underlying
prohibited resource. Explain whether such a unit could provide sufficiently
granular information to determine compliance or violation. (For example,
could a building’ s retail meter capture &
event days?)

7. Provide the approximate percentageof demand response participants whose
usage pattern or resource type may require multiple installations of a
measuring device, whether meters or loggers.

Then, by October 18, 2019the Utilities shall :
Provide source data on the Test Year installations which includes load drop and
coincident prohibited resource output during program event hours as well as
baseline data on load and prohibited resource output outside of program event
hours. The filing shall also include: :
a. The number and proportion of interval mete rs and data loggers installed;
b. The results of the testinstallation of these devices on customers:
1.) Who do not have other onsite load that can be usedto reduce load
during DR events;
2.) Whose resource isused for baseload generatior

3.)Whoseresourcei s not connected to a Utility’'s

C. Plan: Sampling Methodology

221 Nexant, Inc., Draft Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Prqgrams
(June 1, 2017), p. 43
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We agree with the Utilities, the consultant, CLECA, and the Joint DR Parties that

other verification method s exist,suchasv er i fyi ng customer s’ pot et
resource against usinginterconnection, permit records, load curtailment plans, and

operation manifests. We find it reasonable to request documentation on nameplate

capacity from customers who attestto using a prohibited resource for safety, health,

or operational reasons (Attestation Scenario 3). For customers under Attestation

Scenario 2, we find it reasonable to request load curtailment plans of audited

customers whose resource is below 50 hp (34&W); and to request operating
manifestsandadatest amped photo of the generator’s h

customers with resources above 50 hp.We approve the Plan’s ver.i
for customers under thesescenarics. It is also reasonable for small commercial
customers to share a proportional cost for verification, becausethey are not exempt

from the prohibition .

On sampling methodol ogy, we supp@®tosampRA and
customers within each program, rather than by program and attestations scenario as

proposed by the consultant,??3 as this would yield more compliance information per

program, and elucidate program -specific behavior due to the different types of

customers in each program. Rather than collecting program-wide data points, data

points on a per-program basis would yield more conclusive findings from which

future sample designs could be created and sample sizes determined. We direct the

verification random sampling to be ¢ onducted on a per program basis, with a

sample size sufficient to produce a 90 percent confidence interval.

COMMENTS
Public Utilities Code section 311(g)(1) provides that this resolution must be served

on all parties and subject to at least 30 days public review and comment prior to a

22 AL 3653E-Aetal,p.9and ORA, “ Pr otkesda ,t"0 pAL 12653
223Nexant, Inc., Draft Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Prqgrams
(June 1, 2017), p. 43

68



Resolution E-4906 June 21, 201¢€
SCE, PG&E, SDG&E AL3542E-A et al. and AL 3653-E et al/NG3

vote of the Commission. Section 311(g)(2) provides that this 30day period may be
reduced or waived upon the stipulation of all parties in the proceeding.

The 30-day comment period for the draft of this resolution was neither waived nor
reduced. Accordingly, this draft resolution was mailed to parties for comments, and
will be placed on the Commission's agenda no earlier than 30 days from today .

Seven parties provided comments on February 20, 2018: CLECAthe Joint DR
Parties, Sierra Club, ORA, SCE,PG&E, and SDG&E.We summarize their comments

here.

The Prohibition and the Applications Proceeding: Timing

Because the draft resolution requires further modifications to tariffs, contracts and

forms to be filed in supplemental advice letter s with in 30 days of its adoption,

PG&E requeststhatthe90day “cl ock” to i mpl ement the prc
t he Co mmifirmlsappmval okthe supplemental advice letters (rather than

beginning upon Commission approval of the resolution) . SCEechoesthe same

request and asks that the supplemental advice letter befiled as a Tier 1 tofacilitate

quicker execution.

All three Utilities note the sequential nature of implementing the prohibition,
verification activities , and the Test Year installation. For example, SDG&E asserts
that in order to file a supplemental advice letter on notification and outreach, the
advice letter on tariffs and contract language must first be approved. SCE states that
it is able to collect vendor information on measuring devices, their functionalities,
and associatedcosts within 90 days of the approval of the resolution ; both SCE and
PG&E assert that they would need to first collect customer attestations before being
able to evaluate and provide customer usage patterns in a Tier 2 Advice Letter
filing. To facilitate rapid processing, al Utilities requestremoving the Tier 2 Advice
Letter for the test installation of measuring devices, as it is duplicative of the
information required for the Applications

69



Resolution E-4906 June 21, 201¢€
SCE, PG&E, SDG&E AL3542E-A et al. and AL 3653-E et al/NG3

Further, if the supplemental advice letters were approved mid-month, PG&E
requests that implementation begin on the first day of the following month

following the 90 days from the date of approval. This is because of the nomination
structure in certain programs and the impactofamid-mont h change wupon P
billing system. For example, if this resolution were adopted on June 21, 2018the
Utilities would file their supplemental advice letters on July 21. If the advice letters
were then summarily approved on August 13, the prohibition would technically
begin 90 days thereafter on November 11. For reasons explained above, PG&E
requests thatthe prohibition would begin on Decemberl, 2018.The Joint DR Parties
recommend that the prohibition become effective 30 days from approval of the
supplemental advice letters. Under the above example, that date would be
September 12, 2018

PG&E further asserts that because of thesuccessivenature of implementation, and
the time needed to install the measuring devices and collect a full year of data, the
Applications should be filed in December 2019, instead of within 90 days of this
resolution.

The Commission understands both the concern in timing and the need for a
sequential approach. We balancethese concerns with our goal to implement the
prohibition as soon as possible, as the original intent was to have a prohibition in
place by January 1, 20182* Where possible, we are expediting all processes to
adhere as close as possible to this original intent. Similarly, although we are
cognizant that the Plan and Application could benefit from an earlier installation of
measuring devices, we believe thatthe nascent nature of this policy, the importance

¢ D.16-09-056 determined that the prohibition should go into effect on January 1, 2018. That
implementation date was subsequently modified by the Executive Director to 90 days
from the approval of this resolution. This modification was issued on December 29,
2917.
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of customer education, and the desire for a full data set, warrant a deliberate
approach. We outline these steps below.

First, we direct the Utilities to file the supplemental Tier 1 Advice L etterson: a.) the
modifications to tariffs and contr act language for all affected DR programs; and b.)
the updated Verification Plan within 30days from approval of this resolution. We
also shorten the protest period for theseadvice letters to 15 days from the date of the
supplemental filing .

Once the supplemental advice letters have been approved, the Utilities will have 90
days from the date of approval to complete the implementation of the prohibition
(i.e., conduct notification and outreach, collect attestations, and implement system
updates). To addr e s hllingPsgsged 'aral nomination constraints, should the
advice letter approval occur mid -month, the prohibition (for all IOUs) will begin on
the first day of the following month (after 90 days from approval of the
supplemental advice letters).

Concurrently, the Commission directs the Utilities to have installed the combination

of interval meters and data loggers by April 5, 2019 The intent of the test installation

i's to gain understanding of <cust aunegras’ oper
representative summer DR season The Ultilities shall provide the results from the

Test Year installations by October 18, 2019.

We concur with the comments of the Utilities, CLECA, and the Joint DR Partieson
the following: that information requested for the Test YearTier 2 advice letter and
the Applications are duplicative ; that additional time is needed to file the
information requested in the Applications; and that Utilities cannot provide
information on customers who ar e not directly receiving DR service from the
Utilities . As such, we:

1 Eliminate the Tier 2 Test YearAdvice Letter . Instead we provide guidance on

the Test Year installations below;
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1 Delay the Application sfiling to October 19, 2018and direct a secondfiling on
with the results of the Test Year installationsby October 18, 2019

1 Direct the Application sfiling include information on collected Attestations; and

1 Clarify that the request for information is on affected customers who are direct-
enrolled in Utility programs .

Moreover, because of differing cost structures and customers, as noted by SCE,
Utilities may file separate Applications, which may be consolidated into one

proceeding at the Commission’s direction.
To clarify and encapsulate all timing elements associated with this Resolution, we
provide the following proposed guideline based on contingent approval of this
Resolution on June 21, 2018.The deadlines are provided only as a guideline , unless
otherwise ordered in this resolution .

Action Duration Filing Due, Approval
Issued, or Action
Completed

Tier 1 Supplemental 30days from date of E-4906 July 21, 2018

Advice Letters (Resolution) approval

Protest to Tier 1 15 days from date of Supplemental July 28, 2018

Supplemental Advice | Advice Letter Filings
Letters Filed

Commission approval | Assumes approval 60 days from September 11 2018
of Tier 1 Advice filing, absent complex issues.
Letters

Application Filing of 120days from Resolution approval October 19, 2018
Information on
Incentives and Data
Logger/Interval Meter

Costs

Deadline for 90 days from approval of Tier 1 December 10, 2018
Attestation Supplemental Advice Letter s

Submission

Verification 90 days from approval of Tier 1 December10, 2018
Administrator Supplemental Advice Letter
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Retained
Prohibition Begins 90 days from approval of Tier 1 January 1, 2019
Supplemental Advice Letter. If this
date occurs mid-month, the
prohibition is in effect the first day of
the following month.

Verification 60 days from retention February 8, 2019
Administrator
Completes Attestation
Evaluations and
Sample Interviews of
Scenario 2 Customers
Installation of Data 60 days from completion of April 5, 2019
Loggers and Interval | attestation evaluations
Meters Completed

Collection and May 1 to September27, 2019program | September28, 2019
Assessmentof data

Logger/Meter

Observations

Completed

Test YearData and 21 days from completion of October 18, 2019
Assessment Report assessment of data logger/interval

Filing in Application meter observations

Workshop 30days from filing of assessment No later than
Presentation on report November 17, 2019
Findings

Verification Plan: Random Sample Method

In its comments, Sierra Club supports the comprehensive collection of load

curtailment plans from all customers whose prohibited resource is less than 50 hp

(37 kw). The Joint DR Partiesasserts that this collection of data was not previously
considered and that data collection should be conductedonly f or “ mat er i al
pur pos e.drguddiBattBe Planrelies on a sample methodology; there is
insufficient record to demonstrate that collecting more documentation would result

in full compliance.
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We initial ly required all customers with a prohibited resource below 50 hp (37 kW)
in Scenario 2to submit annual load curtailment plans beginning with Program Year
2018.In reviewing the Verification Plan, we recognize that t he objective ofthe Plan

is to audit using a selective, random samplemethod, in order to observea cust omer ' s
use or non-use of a prohibited resource. Under the prescribed sample-and-replace

method, all participants in this population will  be eventually audited. In addition, it

is unclear how wholesale data collection would improve compliance since only a

subset of that data would be subjectto an audit. That is, more data would be

collected than is actually reviewed.

Whil e we understand Sierr a @drpode bfshe Planisent , we
not to launch a wholesale data collection and review effort. We agreewith PG&E

and the Joint DR Parties thatthe Plan relies on a sample approach Therefore, only

customers who are selected for the audit who are in Scenario 2 and are less than 50

hp or 37 kW) must provide a load curtailment plan to the verification administrator .

Test Installation of Measuring Devices

The Sierra Club and ORA assert thatcustomers selected to participate in the Test
Installation of interval meters and data loggers will have an incentive notto use their
resource. Consequently because theresults would not be representational of
customers without a measuring device, the data gathered should not be used to
draw conclusions on the frequency of violations. ORA also states that ratepayer
funds should not be considered a permanent funding mechanism for the installation
of measurement devices.

It would be premature for us to declare at this time what conclusions can or cannot
be drawn from the Test Year installations. At a minimum t he Test Yearinstallations
are an opportunity to gain understanding and gauge the effectiveness of an interval
meter or a data logger. Consequently, the Commission’ policy on verification
requirements (and consequently the Verification Plan itself) and ratepayer funding
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of electronic measurement devicescould change in future years based on whatthe
Commission concludes in the Application process.

We agree with ORA and Sierra Club that the Test Year installation is an opportunity

to collect information on cusoommemp|l wawomcear'e
concur and specify to the Utilities that an equal proportion of interval meters and

data loggers be installed on customers, with emphasis on those who use their

resource for baseload generation, including during DR events; are not conneded to

a Utility’s distribution system and conseqguc¢
requirements to maintain adequate records for verification (e.g., AP -I); and those

who do not have other onsite load that can be used for DR events. Specifically, the

Test Yearresults filed in the Application proceeding should include the usage

patterns, programs, and scenarios of customers whose prohibited resource were best

captured using a data logger or an interval meter, along with recommendations and

stakeholder input on how the Verification Plan can be improved.

Attestation Forms: Signatures, Formats, Nameplate Capacity, and Terms and

Conditions
SCE opposes the draft resolutiowartg requireme

authentication when processing direct-enrolled cus t o me r s electronic o
signatures on attestation forms. SCE states that their current process already

supports all forms of digital and electronic signatures without third -party

aut hentication whil e mebgdtiveofgprovidind eust@@ermmi s si o1

convenience and security... Moreover , SCE’ s
which is scheduled for completion by 2020, will allow customers to go through a

two -factor authentication process with a higher level of security, without additional

costs. We concur with this comment and modify the requirement to permit Utilities,

if they are able, to accept attestation submissions without using third -party

authentication.
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PG&E notes that if existing aggregators were permitted to use their own forms, they

should be required to submit them in a machine -readable format. Otherwise, PG&E

would be required to manually enter information for more than 1,000 customers,

which could further delay the implementation date of the prohibition and the DAV

calculation for incentive payments. ForP G&E, we approve the Utild]
taccept aggregators’™ forms provireadathlet hey ar e
format [such as a commaseparated value (.csv) or another format to which both the

Joint DR Parties and PG&E agree]with either a wet or electronic signature. If an

electronic signature is submitted, it must include the third -party vendor certification

page.

Werecogni ze that the Joi nt DRnclede fatguagestiat c ust o me
communi cates the intent of Ut ithesetcagnremam i f f s’ t
However, to ensure sufficient consumer notification of these requirements, we

require third -party aggregators to simply providet he Ut i |l i ties’ tariff
supplemental, supporting document to their customers.

PG&E requests additional time and funding ($75,000)to modify its web portal for

direct enrolled and aggregator customers, online systems for customers

participating through an aggregator, and program management and billing systems.

The changes would support information from attestation Scenario 2 and 3 forms,

including nameplate capacities. The timeline prescribed in the previous section
accommodates PG&E' s requested 10 waeMeks to i1
approve PG&E’' s r e qu e s taskaml weauthopide @G&E totshifti s

$75,000 from its 201822 Demand Response portfolio for the necessary funding.

We acknowledge PG&E’'s comment that its web |
developed for a single service agreement input. Redesigning the entire portal and

enrollment process by attestation scenariowoul d come at a high cost
direct-enr ol | ed Bl RVec @g tamme rPG.&Ermamtain iss quarents t

web portal for its own direct -enrolled customers.
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SCE proposes adding a single field on Attestation Scenario 2 and 3 forms to record

the number of resources and the total nameplate capacity of all resources under each

scenario. SCE stateghat storing multiple individual nameplate capacit y values for

each service account would require changes to their system configurations, resulting

in implementation delays. PG&E echoes the same argument for its Attestation

Scenario 3 customers. We agree with SCE’s pt
2 and 3 forms to include number of resources under each scenarioand their total

capacity.

SCE proposes that customers submit a single attestation representing multiple
Attestation Scenarios, service accounts, and physical locations. SDG&E and PG&
did not make a similar recommendation. The Joint DR Parties concur with this
approach, only for non -DRAM attestations. We agree that streamlining attestations
to one form would minimize the signatures required of customers. However, we
note that, the eary stage of this prohibition and the level of complexity associated
with each Attestation Scenario and Violation Type warrant that customers are
provided adequate opportunity to understand the scenarios to which they are
attesting. We dirpsprasdeetain the dxistiSggCdeuirement as a
starting basethat may be modified beyond the initial implementation year. As
discussed in a below section, we agree with the Joint DR Parties that, because
DRAM attestations contain market -sensitive information, they should be provided
and retained by each aggregatorand made available to the independent verification
administrator and the Commission upon request.

Renewable Fuels

CLECA asserts that the Commission should “ sc¢
l mpacts of higher costs on mainguDemand ur i ng i n
Responsecustomers with a prohibited resource to fuel-switch from a fossil-based

fuel to a renewable fuel. A customer making the fuel switch to biogas, biomethane,
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and renewable diesel would transform the prohibited resource into a non -prohibite d
resource.We agree andclarify that if afuel (e.g., renewable gas, renewable diesel,
biodiesel) has receivedrenewable certification from the California Air Resources
Board, it is exempt from the prohibited resource policy in D.16-09-056 Hence if a
customer switches to a fuel that has received renewable certification, it may update
its attestation by providing documentation that confirms the operational change.
Because of the potential for customers toalso fuel-switch in reverse from ren ewable
fuels to fossil-based fuels, werequest the verification administrator to report such
instances in its annual review.

There were additional comments filed which we summarily address below:

1 Because the cost of verification for DRAM patrticipants (sellers and customers)
were not contemplated in advance of bid evaluations, we agree with SCE and
PG&E and clarify that DRAM patrticipants are exempt from the cost burdens
that would otherwise accrue to them directly (i.e. , interval meters and data
loggers). The Commission will address verification direct costs for future
DRAM resources in the Application proceeding ordered in this resolution .
Non-direct Plan implementation costs (i.e., retention of a third -party
administrator) are recovered from all retail customers —both DRAM or non -
DRAM --t hr ough the Utilities’ distribution

1 Similarly, we agree with PG&E that participants in other pilots such as the
Supply Side Il DR Pilot (SSP II) and Excess Supply DR Pilot (XSP) are short
term DR participants contemplating future participation. We clarify that t hey
are exempt from the test installation of interval meters or data loggers and
their associated direct-cost burdens. They are not, however, exempt from the
prohibition or from other verification activities such as Attestation
submissions.

1 We agree with PG&E that the current DRAM contract blanket requirement
that Sellers shall comply with the audit verification plan is sufficient for the
2019 DRAM cycle. Shoud a future cycle be approved, the contracts must be
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updated to include the order that attestations should be made available to
verification administrators and the Commission upon request.

1 We agree with the Joint DR Parties that load-curtailment plans may contain
market-sensitive, proprietary documentatio n of operational capabilities. As
such, we clarify that customers should have verification documentation ready
to produce upon the Verification Ad mi n i s $reqgadstand that when such
a request is made, that the administrator include the aggregator in its
communications. In addition, because of the confidential nature of such
information, we direct the Utilities , as part of its contract with the
administrator, to require a standardized non-disclosure agreementthat the
administrator signs for all third party aggregator or DRAM customer from
which it collects data. Verification information obtained from third -party
aggregator customers and DRAM are only to be submitted to and collected by
the verification administrator, and not to the Utilities. Under the terms of this

agreement, third party customer s i nf or me
Utilities and are under seal, made available to the Commission upon request.

1 We concur with CLECA and clarify that for Attestation Scenario 3 customers,
the verificatio n method should rely on documentation of nameplate capacity -
- instead of load curtailmentplans -because these customers’
adjusted according to the nameplate capacity of their resources.

1 We agree with the Utilities and Joint DR Parties and clarify that the
enforcement of the Prohibition and implementation of the Plan applies only
to customers in affectedemand Response programs.

T We agree with CLECA and the Joint DR Partiesand clarify that customers

under a Type | violation have 60 days to cure their violations , during which

time the customer remains in the program. If a customer does not cure their

non-compliance within this cure period, the customer is removed.

1 We concur with CLECA that submitting a nameplate capacity that is higher

than the actual value would not involve the use of a prohibited resource.

Only nameplate capacities that are reported lower-than-actual constitutes a

Type |l Violation. We specify that higher-than-reported nameplate capacities
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constitute a Type | Violation, as it does not involve the use of a prohibited

resource.
1 SDG&E clarifies its request to shift funds from underspent categories in the

20182022DR portfolio , as funds from 2017 are no longer available. We

approve this request provided such shifting does not exhaust asingle

category.
1 PG&E and SCErequestsadditional funding authorization due to limited

availability of funds in _existing programs. We deny this request becausenew

funding cannot be authorized through the Advice Letter process. We further

grant the utilities another 20% above the requested $185,000 to install an equal

proportion of interval meters and data loggers on 10 percent of Attestation

Scenario 2 customers The Utilities are directed to file a Tier 1 Advice Letter

with the details of this fund shifting within 30days of this resolution. The

Utilities should seek additional funding mechanisms through the Application

proceeding if necessary.

1 We agree with SCE that requiring coordination with aggregators on outreach
creates an additional unnecessary administrative burden, inconsistent with
the existing guidance in tariff and contract language. Because aggregators are
the primary contact for customers in aggregator programs, they bear the sole
responsibility to conduc t customer outreach. We remove this requirement.

1 We agree with CLECA that some customers already enrolled in programs
during the November 2017enrollment windows may not have had current
information to contemplate the impacts of the prohibition and the ve rification
plan. The current timeline addresses this concern

1 We concur with SCE that the Verification Administrator, when conducting

the random sample audit, request and store the relevant supporting

documents (e.q.,load curtailment plans , written operation manifests, or date

and time -stamped photo). The administrator will also conduct the relevant

visual confirmation.

1 We agree with PG&E that annual reporting of verification results are

sufficient and therefore quarterly reporting is eliminated.
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T We concur with PG&E's correction that i nc

is subtracted from the Potential Load Reduction or Nominated Capacity.

FINDINGS

1. Ordering Paragraph (OP) 41 of Resolution E-4838directed Southern California
Edison (SCE) Company, Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) Company, and San
Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) Company (joi nt
supplemental compliance Advice Letter s (AL) that modify SCE AL 3542E, PG&E
AL 4991-E-A, , and SDG&E AL 303LE (jointly, AL 3542E, et al.)in accordance
with Resolution E -4838 and itsAppendix | .

2. The Utilities filed supplemental Advice Letter s (AL) 3542-E-A (SCE), AL 4991E-B
(PG&E), and 303%E-A (SDG&E) (jointly, AL 3542 -E-A, et al.) on June 15, 2017.

3. Ordering Paragraph 5(f) of D.16-09-056 directed the Ultilities to file a Tier 3 Advice
Letter (AL) with a proposed Prohibited Resources Audit Verification Plan (Final
Plan).

4. The Utilities filed their proposed Prohibited Resources Audit Verification Plan in
AL 3653E (SCE), AL 5138E (PG&E) and AL 3108E (SDG&E) (jointly AL 3653-E
et. al.) on September 1, 2017.

5. In both AL 3542E-A et al. and AL 3653-E etal. the Utilities included proposals
for, and clarifications on, the requirements of D.16-09-056 0n aggregator
requirements, customer attestations, Default Adjustment Values (DAV), violation
types, and utility contracts with aggregators.

6. In filing AL 3653-E et al. the Utilities complied with the requirements of D.16-09
056 OP 5(f).

7. Resolution E-4838 directed utilities to modify and clarify all tariff language for all
affected DR programs.

8. The Utilities, in AL 3542 E-A et al., identified the following programs subject to
the new prohibition provisi ons: the Capacity Bidding Program (CBP) and the
Base Interruptible Program for SCE, PG&E, and SDG&E; the Agricultural
Interruptible Program (AP -I) for SCE; and the Air Force Pilot (AFP) for SDG&E.
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9. Itis reasonable that the tariff and contract provisions to implement the
prohibition as specified in Resolution E -4838 and the implementation of the
verification plan as directed in D.16 -09-056 be reviewed for consistent application
across all affected DR programs and addressed in a single resolution.

10.0P 10 in Resolution E-4838 requires Utilities to modify tariff language for all
affected DR programs to indicate that customer compliance with the prohibition
is subject to verification.

11.SCEin AL 3542-E-A and PG&E in AL 4991-E-B state that utility and aggregator

customer s attestations are subgrateid- t o ver |
party administrator; SDG&E in AL 3031-E-A states that attestations are subject to
verification by a third -party administrator. SDG&E indicated that additional exact
language on the verification of attestations would be determined by further
Commission guidance.

12.In AL 3542-E-A et al. the Utilities state that verification activities may require site
accesor request for additional data within 20 days of notice.

13.Itis reasonableforuti | i ty and aggr etpdationgto be subjectdane r s’
verification by a third -party administrator, consistent with Resolution E-4838.It is
reasonable that verification of attestations may require addition al data requests or
site visits by a verification administrator.

14.Resolution E-4838 allows for updates to DAVs provided that they are the result of
a verifiable operational change.

15.SCE in AL 3542E-A indicates that any changes associated with the following
scenarios are subjecttcSCE’' s appr oval a thedadditienron f 1 cat i on:
removal of a prohibited resource; b.) the status of a prohibited resource to reduce
load during a DR event; and c.) a change in the DAV due to documented change
in operational status.

16.PG&E, in AL 4991-E-B, allows for customer changes, provided that the Utility can

verify and approvet hat t he customer’s DAV change wa s

resource’s op.erational status
17.SDG&E in AL 3031-E-A states thatc u s t o opelates to attestations are subject
to the Utility’ s approval. I n its mar keti nt
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that customers would not be required to sign attestations or select a DAV until the
Commission has approved the Verification Plan.
18.It is reasonablefor changesto attestations and / or changes in operations that
result 1 n a c¢hang etolbemade at@anytime,duhthay mgst bB A V
supported by documentation in the form of a work order, invoice, or inspection
report. It is reasonable that Utilities confirm and verify that the information
submitted is accurate and consistentwi t h t he cust omeur’
19.SCEin AL 3542-E-A and SDG&E in AL 3031-E-A included the installation of a

data | ogger and “verification metering” at

s change

requirement is mutually agreed upon by the
SCE states that the Default Adjustment Value (DAV) eliminates the need for any
costly metering devices.

20.PG&E in AL 4991-E-B did not propose the installation of a data logger or interval

generator met er at t he customer S expense.

21.1t is reasonablenot to require installation of data loggers or interval generator

meter at the customer’s expense at this ti.
22.1t is reasonable that updates to the Verification Plan, measuring device policy, and
funding sources are subjectto updates based on the results of the Test Year
installations and factual evidence presented in the Applications.
23.Resolution E-4838 at OPs 16, 17, and 20requires third -party aggregators to store
t hei r c u gestatioms, ndudingdhibse who are participating in DRAM, and
to make them available to the Utility and Commission upon request.
24.In AL 3542-E-A, SCE filed proposed attestation forms for its own customers and
third -party aggregator customers. New and existing customers would file
attestations under t he IWdsudsequegtwakshdgah / Del «
May 16, 2017 andin email communications of May 26, 2017 between SCE and
third -party aggregators, SCE was able to reach agreement on allowing thid-party
aggregators to use their own forms for existing customers enrolling in the 2018
Program Year.
25.PG&E in AL 4991-E-B filed proposed attestation forms for its own customers and

third -party aggregator customers. For new and existing customers, attestations
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are submittedas part of t foen. Ehthiclisiomey is te pravidedhe
nameplate capacity for each prohibited resource.

26.In AL 3031-E-A SDG&E filed a proposed attestation form for its own customers
and third -party aggregator customers, with new and existing customers signing
attestations as part of t he alddsubsequetly s Add
acknowl edged that it has no authority to r.
Add / Delete forms and proposed to file modifications accordingly.

27.1t is reasonable for Utilities to use their own forms for existing customers
participating in Utility programs.

28.1t is reasonablenot to require existing aggregator customers (non-DRAM)
enrolling in the 2018 Program YeartouseUt i | attestagos forms to avoid
duplication and customer confusion . It is reasonable for aggregators to provide
customers with the Utilities’ tariff terms

documentation forthe c ust omer s reference.
29.1t is reasonable for new and existing DRAM customers,t o ut i | i ze aggrega
attestation forms for Program Year 2018 and beyond.
30.1t is reasonable to require new aggregator customers(non-DRAM) to usethe
Utilities’ afortPegramarear 2010ani beyons
31.1t is reasonablefor customers to provide one electronic signature for each
attestation scenario, under which one or more prohibited resources could be
attested. It is reasonable that customers list thenumber of resources and the total
nameplate capacity for all prohibited resources. For Attestation Scenario 3
customers, this total amount will be used as the DAV.
32.1t is reasonable for aggregators to storedocumentation on nameplate capacities
for each resource, under eachscenario) and make availableto the verificatio n
administrator or the Commission upon request.
33PG&E and SDG&E’'s current processthroughH y acce|
an el ectroni c ousingthord -pactjkatthesticaggam.alh additien to
the aforementioned types of signatures,SCE’ s paccepts allsother types of

signatures, including wet” signatpartye or t

authentication.
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34.1t is reasonable that new or existing customers, who do not agree with the
prohibition and hence, have not submitted an attestation as part of their contract,
are not able to enroll in a DR program.

35.1t is reasonable to require aggregators to store all attestation forms for existing,
new, and DRAM customers and to make them available to the Utilities and the
Commission upon request.

36.In AL 3542-E-A et al. the Utilities provide definitions of violations. All three
Utilities indicate Type | violations as: a.) an administrative or clerical infraction
associated with the submission of an invalid attestation or no attestation, but
which do not involve the use of a prohibited resource to reduce load during DR
events; or b.) the failure to submit an attestation.

37.SCE, in AL 3542E-A, definesa Type Il violation as when a customer attests to not
having a prohibited resource, despite having one on site.

38.Consistent with Resolution E-4838, it is reasonable that a customer under
Attestation Scenario 2 who submits an incorrect nameplate capacity has
committed a Type | Violation, whereas a customer under Attestation Scenario 3
who: a.)submits a lower -than-actual nameplate capacity has committed a Type Il
Violation , b.) submits a higher-than-actual nameplate capacity has committed a
Type | Violation.

39.Consistent with Resolution E-4838, it is reasonable tlat a Type Il violation
involves the useof a prohibited resource to reduce load during a DR event. The
presence of a prohibited r edoesnoticeeessariy t he c |
mean it is used for such a purpose.

40.A customer who has a prohibited resource but attested to not having one on site,
but did not use the resourceto reduce load during the DR event, has committed a
Type | violation. A customer who has a prohibited resource on site but attested to
not having one on site, but has used the resourceto reduce load during the DR
event, has committed a Type Il violation.

41.SCE, in AL 3653E-A, and PG&E, in AL 4991-E-B, indicate that Type | violations
are curable within 60 days, after which time a customer will be removed from the
affected DR program, until such time the customer submits an attestation.
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42.SDG&E, in AL 303LE-A, indicates Type | violations are curable within 60 days,
after which a customer is removed for 12 calendar months.

43.Consistent with Resolution E-4838, it is reasonable to allowcustomers to cure
Type | violations within 60 days, after which a customer will be removed from the

Utility’s program and [/ ,uatitsudhhne tha gugioamerg at or '
submits an attestation.

44.1t is reasonable for the Commission to receive notification from the Utilities and
third -party aggregators of which DR participants were found by the verification
administrator to be in violation of the prohibition, and the resulting actions taken.

45.1n AL 3653-E-A et al., the Utilities propose an expedited dispute resolution
process that would establish a Review Panelto resolve Type | and Type I
violation disputes.

46.Neither D.16-09-056 nor Resolution E-3848directed the creation of a new dispute
resolution process for prohibited resource disputes, separate from existing
Commission processes.

47.1t is reasonable that complainants use existing formal complaint process es, which
allows for either the Expedited Complaint Procedure, or the Regular Complaint
Procedure.

48.1t is reasonable that, as with other Utility programs, customers who chose to use

the Commi ssi on’ s f oregaaelsubead tmihd termsrotsaip r oc e s s
processes, including the determination of whether the customer can remain on a
program or tariff during the process . Consistent with this process, contractual
terms such as bills and incentives will be determined by the existing Arbitration
of Disputes rules as set forth by each Utility.
49.Resolution E-4838 required Ultilities to provide outreach and notification plans for
customers.
50.The Utilities, in AL 3653-E-A et al. indicated that aggregators are responsible for
outreach and notification efforts to their customers. The Utilities did not indicate
specific requirements for aggregators to demonstrate metrics, targets, andrecord

keeping systems as required by Resolution E4838.
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51.SCE, in AL 3653E-A, and PG&E, in AL 4991-E-B, did not provide a notification
and outreach plan with specific metrics, targets, and record keeping systems for
Utility customers. SDG&E, in AL 3031-E-A, provided a notification and outreach
plan, but did not include a det ailed demonstration of metrics and record keeping
systems.

52.SDG&E, in AL 3031-E-A, indicated that it requests to shift $934,498 from
additional underspent programs, as directed by OP 39 of Resolution E-4838.
SDG&E" s revised filing pro(aegmiess2and4)dr aw f ul
instead of one (Category 4), Program Categories in the 2017 DR Approved
Program Budget. SDG&E subsequently indicated in its comments that the funds
from the 2017 DR portfolio are nolonger available.

53.1t is reasonablethat SDG&E utilize funds from the 20182022DR portfolio
provided that the fund shifting does not deplete one budget category .

54.SCE,in AL 3542-E-A, and PG&E, in AL 4991-E-B, did not request fund shifting
authority as authorized in D.16 -09-056 to cover the costs of implementing the
prohibition.

55.It is reasonable for PG&E to shift $75,000from its 2018-22 DR portfolio to make
the necessay modifications to its web portal for attestation management of direct
enrolled and aggregator customers.

56.1t is reasonable for Utilities to fund -shift from their 20182022DR portfolios , up to
the budget cap of $185,000 (with an additional contingency fu nd of $37,000)to
support the Test Year installation.

57.In the proposed Plan, t he Ut i | i recomménded randanly lsamalingt
customers at the service agreement level, per each DR programCustomers are
then contacted to validate their submitted attestations or rectify any attestation
errors. Thereafter, the verification would proceed depending upon the attestation
scenario that eadh customer has selected.

58.The Plan indicates that, for customers who attest to not having a prohibited
resource (Attestation Scenario 1), the verifier would check attestations against
interconnection and notification records for prohibited resources. If no records are
found, the verifier would then submit a data r equest to the relevant air quality
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management or air pollution control distri:
attestation against the permit records.

59.The Plan indicates that, for customers who attest to having a prohibited resource
on-site, but who do not use such a resource to reduce load during DR events
(Attestation Scenario 2), i f the customer
the verifier would request a written operation log that customers are required to
mai ntain by the stlMeasuresSATEM)andapheotoafthecCont r o
generator’”s hour meter. The verifier would
event dates and outage data. For customers with a resource less than 50 hp (37
kW), the customer would be required to install a data logger as a condition for
participation.

60.The Plan indicates that, for customers who attest to having a prohibited resource
on-site for use during DR events for safety, health, or operational reasons, the
verifier would compare the attested nameplate capacity against Utility
interconnection and notification records. If no records are found, the verifier will
submit a data request to the relevant air quality management or air pollution
control districts to compare the customer’ :
the permit records.

61.In AL 3653-E-A et al., the Utilities instead propose sampling at the program level,
across allthree Attestation Scenarios to reduce costs

62.In AL 3653-E-A et al., the Utilities propose a confidence level at 90 percent instead
oftheconsul tant’' s proposal of 80 percent.

63.In AL 3653 E-A et al., the Utilities proposed the installation of a data logger and
an interval generator meter, at r at e fprlY gercent instead oftall of its
customers under Attestation Scenario 2

64.In AL 3653 E-A et al., the Utilities proposed that, for the other 90 percent of
customers under Attestation Scenario 2, customers should be ready to
demonstrate their compliance through a load curtailment plan, line diagrams, and
other documentation.
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65.CPUC Rule 21 and the California Health and Safety Code (HSC) requirements
and records cover nearly all prohibited resources of any size, with the exception
of agricultural pumps.
66./l t i s reasonable that verifiers utilize rei
HSC as an initial and primary resource in verification for all programs except for
Agricultural Pumping -Interruptible (AP -I).
67.1t is reasonableat this time that customers under Attestation Scenario 2 whose
resources are greater than 50 hp (37 kW) providewr itten operating manifests, as
required by Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM), and a date and time -stamped
photo of the genaédotlewvenfrer.s hour | ogger
68.1t is reasonableat this time that customers under Attestation Scenario 2 whose
resources are lesghan 50 hp (37 kW) must have available their load curtailment
plans for potential verification by the administrator.
69.Due to the market-sensitive nature of load curtailment plans, it is reasonable for
the Utility’s Verification Administrator t
making request for informati onsignfandan aggr e
comply with a standardized non-disclosure agreement as part of its contract with
the Utilities . It is reasonable that this agreement shall specify that third party
Cust omer ssensithna prépaetary information is under seal and not
available to the Utilities. Such information are to be made available to the
Commission upon request.
70.1t is also reasonable thatverification information obtained from third -party
aggregator customers and DRAM are only to be submitted to and collected by the
Verification A dministrator, made available to the Commission upon request, but
not to the Utilities.
71.1t is reasonable that small commercial customers are exempt from the proposed
data logger / interval meter installation testing for Attestation Scenario 2
customers.
72.D.16-09-056 did not specify the sampling methodolog y and levels best suited to
assess compliance.
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73.Neither D.16-09-056 nor Resolution E4838 directed that the verification plan
focus on Disadvantaged Communities (DACSs).

74.In AL 3653E-A et al. the Utilities propose hiring one verification administrator to
serve as the third-party auditor for all Utility and aggregator programs across the
state, including DRAM.

75.The Utilities estimate that the Verification Administrator would cos t $375,000 per
year, and that the test installation of loggers and meters would cost $185,000 per

year , based on the Consultant’'s initial S ul
76.1t is reasonable that costs for the third-party administrator would be borne
proportionally ac cording to the number of non -residential customers who are
subject to the prohibition, per Utility.
77.The Utilities’ proposal to shift ex4sting
2022DR portfolios to cover the first -year verification plan costs and the
installation of interval meters and loggers is reasonable.
78.1t is reasonable that costs for the verification administrator also be shared by small
commercial customers with resources less than 50 hp (37 kW) as theyare subject
to the prohibition and the associated verification activities .
79.The Commission did not include the cost of verification when it directed the
implementation of DRAM. It is reasonable that current DRAM participants are
exempt from the direct costs of verification (i.e., interval meters and data loggers).
80.1t is reasonable that all retail customers —both DRAM and non -DRAM - bear the
burden of non-direct Plan implementation costs (i.e., retention of third party
administrator).
81.1t is reasonable that pilot participants are exempt from the test installation of
interval meters and data loggers as such participants are contemplating future
participation in DR programs.

82“* Data | oggers a r e deeiteetirat display date amddimes ur i n g
stamps of a r es dherdoggerwsuldshwmw whather therphibited
resource was on or off during a DR event. The device can be factory or after-

market installed on the output leads of the resource.
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83.“Met er s” ar e e ling equipnem that recoresahswily interval usage,
withtime-st amped data of the resource’s output.
such output does not increase during a DR event and, for example, would allow a
verification administrator to distinguish whether a Combined Heat and Power
(CHP) unit was being used for normal load management operations, which is
permitted , or whether it increased output during DR events, which is prohibited.
The device can be factory or after-market installed on the output leads o f the
resource.
84.“ Operati on mani f eestéresfogs#hat are eitldennuaaulal lory
digital, which document the date, time, and the number of hours a resource is in
use. Local air districts sometimes require owners of certain resources to maintain
these manifests.
85.There is lack of consistency and specificity in cost estimates provided for the unit
and installation of both loggers and meters. Estimates quoted in Advice Letter
filings and data request responses vary greatly, with unexplained cost
diff erentials between units. The cost of units provided are either in the lower end
or upper end of the costrange.
86.There is insufficient data, supporting analysis, stakeholder review, record
development on, nor prior Commission approvalof, t he Ut i |l i ti es’ prop
costs at the level ofenvironmental benefits derived from the prohibition.
87.There is lack of sufficient data on incentive revenue received by customers
participating in DR programs. Accordingly , there is insufficient data to d etermine
affordability or wunaffordability, which 1is
metering.”
88.The Advice Letter processdoes not provide for evidentiary hearings to resolve
factual disputes.
89.The factual determinations made through the formal Applica tion process, as well
astheresults oftheUt i | iTdstiYeas(2019)installations of measuring devices
may lead the Commission to update the Verification Plan requirements and
related policy decisions on metering in subsequent years.
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90.Matters that involve factual disputes should be considered in a formal proceeding
through a formal Application process to establish facts that are used to inform
policy .
91.1t is reasonable for Utilities to conduct a test, as approved and modified herein, to
install a combination of loggers and meters on 10 percent of Attestation Scenario 2
customers, with a budget of $185,000 and a contingency fund of $37,000
92.1t is reasonable toemploy cost-effective, secondary verification methods that can
be used to verify customers under Attestation Scenario 1 and Attestation Scenario
3.
93.It is reasonable to find that random sampling of customers from each program
would yield more information and elucidate program -specific behavior due to the
different types of customers in each program. It is reasonable that such data
would yield more conclusive findings from which future sample designs could be
created and sample sizes determined.
94.1t is reasonable to gather the sufficient sample population necessary to produce a
90 percent confidenceinterval.
95.The Utilities note the sequential nature of implementing the prohibition and the
Plan. Their request of 90 days from the day the supplemental advice letters are
approved to implement the prohibition.
9%.We f i nd r e as oregaebtlhat, die®&tEbillieg system and nomination
structure constraints, the prohibition would not take effect until the first day of
the following month.
97.1t is reasonable to make the prohibition start date the same for all the Utilities for
consistency.
98.The Utilities requested a range between 67 to 143 days from the day the
prohibition is in effect to implement the Test Year installations of measuring
devices.
99. We find reasonable that Utilities complete the Test Year installations no later than
April 5, 2019 to dlow for data gathering until September27, 2019
1001t is reasonable that information from the Test Year and the Plan implementation,
such as collected attestations, inform the Applications proceeding.
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101ltis reasonable that the Test Year installations emphasize customers whose
resource is used for baseload generation, a
distribution system, and who do not have other onsite load that can be used for
DR events.
102If a fuel has received renewable certification from the California Air Resources
Board, it is exempt from the prohibited resource policy in D.16 -09-056.
1031t is reasonable for customers to update their attestations when they fuel-switch
from fossil -based fuels to renewalde fuels.
1041t is reasonable for the verification administrator to report instances of reverse fuel -
switching in its annual review.
1051t is reasonable that customers submit a signature for each attestation scenario
type to ensure adequate opportunity for them to understand the scenarios and
potential repercussions to which they are attesting.
1061t is reasonable that future DRAM contracts specify the requirement that
attestations must be made available to the verification administrator or the
Commission upon request.
1071t is reasonable that market-sensitive information, such as load curtailment plans,
is treated asproprietary, confidential , and protected information .
108t is reasonable that for customers under Attestation Scenario 3, the verification
will rely on docu mentation of nameplate capacity.
1091t is reasonable for the Verification Administrator to request and store the relevant
supporting documents obtained during the course of conducting a random
sample audit (e.g., load curtailment plans, written operation man ifests, date- and
time-stamped photo). It is also reasonable br the Administrator to conduct visual
confirmation.

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. Advice Letter s 3542E-A (Southern California Edison Company), 4991E-B
(Padfic Gas and Electric Company), and 3031-E-A (San Diego Gas & Electric
Company) filed on June 15, 2017are approved as modified herein.
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2.

Advice Letters 3653 E (Southern California Edison Company), 5138E (Pacific
Gas and Electric Company), and 3108E (San Diego Gas &Electric Company)
filed on September 1, 2017are approved as modified herein.

Utilities shall remove the requirement to install data loggers or interval meter

devices from tariff schedules, contracts, and special conditions of all DR

programs and pilots not exempted from the prohibition requirements in D.16 -09

056.

Utilities shall modify tariff schedulesand contract language for all affected DR

programs to clarify that customers are required to submit attestations as a

condition of participation, and tha t attestations are subject to verification.

Because \erification may require data requests and premise access customers are

responsible for responding to such requests.

Utilities shall modify tariff schedules and contract language for all affected DR

programs to indicate that new or existing customers who do not agree to the

prohibition and submit an attestation cannot participate in any affected DR
program.

Utilities shall modify tariff schedules and contract language ta

a. Confirm that all non -DRAM customer attestation forms will be collected and
stored by the Utilities;

b. Confirm that DRAM customer attestations will be stored by third -party
aggregators, to be made available to Utilities, verification administrators, or
the Commission upon request;

c. Acceptthird-party aggregators
customers in program year 2018;

attestation

d. UsetheUt i | nttestados forms, as part of their add / delete forms, for new
utility and aggregator customers participating in program year 2019 and

e. Acceptthird-party aggregator s’ attestation
aggregators) for existing and new DRAM customers in Program Years 2018
and beyond.

. Utilities shall specify that attestations may be updated at any time. Such updates

are contingent upon customers providing documentation that confirm sthe
operational change.
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8. The Utilities shall use their own attestation forms for existing customers
participating in Utility programs. Such forms are to be made available to
verification admini strators and the Commission upon request.
9. The Utilities shalli nst ruct aggregators to use the Ut
which incorporate the Utilities’ Add [/ Del
10.Utilities shall accept attestation signatures through either third -party
authentication or their own established non -third -party authentication process.
Specifically, PG&E and SDG&E shall accept attestation submissions through an
el ectroni c or ;SCEkhalladcept agestafionaubmissens through
an electronic or “click?” si gnawithoutasing” wet”
third -party authentication.
11.The Utilities shall accept documented operational or administrative changes

submitted on the Utilities’arsall%aadcksbeyandi on f o
12.For new customers in Program Years 2018 andbeyond, the Utilities shall use
therownattestation forms, which are part of

for utility and aggregator programs.
13We direct PG&E t o achnerpatablafgroat sughaasa r s’ ma
comma-separated value (.csv) or another format to which both the Joint DR
Parties and PG&E agree]. If an electronic signature is submitted, it must include
a third -party vendor certification page.
14.The Utilities shall contractually require all aggregators to store customer
attestations and to make them available to the Utilities or Commission upon
request.
15.The Utilities shall accept one attestation form per attestation scenario, with the
following information according to Att estation Scenario:
a. Attestation Scenario 1: Service Account
b. Attestation Scenario 2: Service Account Number of Resources,and Total
Nameplate Capacity
c. Attestation Scenario 3: Service Account Number of Resources,and Total
Nameplate Capacity for all resources (the total will be used as aDAV to be
subtracted from the Potential Load Reduction or Nominated Capacity ).
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16.The Utilities shall require that supporting documentation, such as nameplate
capacities for each resource under each scenario, be storedybthe aggregator and
made available upon the request of the verification administrator or the
Commission.
17.The Utilities shall prescribe the following process in their aggregator contracts
for the submission of attestation forms:
a. The aggregator completes the Add / Delete form;
b. The aggregator presents the Add / Delete form to the customer for signature;
and
c. The aggregator submits the completed forr
the Utility.
18.PG&E is authorized to fund shift $75,000 from its 2018-2022 DR pottfolio for the
purpose of modifying its web portals for attestation collection and management
from direct enrolled and aggregator customers.
19.The Utilities shall modify all relevant agreements to indicate that the

aggregator’s cont r aagentapbn the gomplianoeemthtthei s con't
prohibition and submission of aggregator c
the previous relevant Ordering Paragraphs addressing Attestation Scenario
forms.

20.The Utilities shall retain language reflecting that the verification administrator or
Uutility may verify the changes to a custom
and that changes which result in a DAV are not subject to a verification
admi ni sappravilor bst may be subj ecjasrégqureda Ut i | i
by Commission order.

21.PG&E shall include a provision that attestation updates resulting from the
removal or addition of a prohibited resour
the Utility’'s wverification and rébyieggcaoval , a
update to the customer’ s DAV.

22.The Utilities shall revise tariff enforcement terms consistent with Resolution E -
4838 OPs 14 and 15 for all relevant schedules and associated special conditions.
Specifically, Utilities shall indicate that a customer who possesses a prohibited
resource on-site that is not used for the purpose of reducing load during a DR
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event, but fails to disclose the prohibited resource by filing an attestation, falls
under a Type | Violation. Utilities shall allow such customers the opportunity to
cure their violation by updating their attestation under the terms of Attestation
Scenario 2.

23.SCE and PG&E, as consistent with Resolution E4838 OPs 32 and 33shall retain
proposed tariff schedule language to indicate that Type | viol ations are curable
within 60 days.

24.SDG&E shall update its tariff schedules to indicate that Type | violations are
curable within 60 days, after which a customer will be removed from a program

and / or the aggregator’ s paersubmieslan o, unt i |
attestation. SDG&E shall strike the proposed tariff language indicating that a
Type | non-compliance is subject to removal for 12 calendar months for a single
instance of violation .

25.We direct the Utilities to clarify and define in relevant tariffs, contracts, and

attestations, the following Types of Violations and Non -Compliance:

Type I Violation: Type II Violation

Description | Minor clerical or administrative 1. Using prohibited resource(s) to
errors that may be resolved with an reduce load during a DR event
updated attestation and do not despite attesting to not doing so,
involve theuse of a prohibited resourc¢ and/or
to reduce load during a DR event 2. Submitting an invalid nameplate

capacity for a prohibited
resource(s) under Attestation

Scenario 3.

Scenarids) | 1.Existing customer attests to not 1. Customer attests to not using a
having a prohibited resource on prohibited resource on site.
site, but in fact has a resource on However, customer used the
site. However, customer did not resource to reduce load during a
use the resource to reduce load DR event.
during a DR event. 2. Customer reports a lower-than-

2. Customer reports a higher-than- actual nameplate capacity.
actual nameplate capacity.

Resulting Existing customer has 60 days from | A single instance of non-

Actions date of notice to cure non- compliance will result in customer

compliance. If an attestation is not removal from the schedule and
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submitted within 60 days (uncured
non-compliance), the customer will
be removed from t
schedule and / or
portfolio until an a ttestation is
provided.

ineligibility to enroll in any DR
program for 12 calendar months
from the removal date. Two or
more instances will result in the
same removal and ineligibility
terms for three years.

Refusal to Accept Prohibition as Term of Participating in Utility or Third-Party
Aggregator DR Program

Description | Customer does not agree with prohibition requirements as term of
program participation
Result Customer is not in eligible to participate in the affected DR program until

such time customer agrees with prohibition and submits an attestation.

26.The Utilities and third -party aggregators shall provide an annual report to
Energy Division that includes th e number of DR participants found by the
verification administrator to be in violation of the prohibition, the resulting

actions taken and suggestions for improving the Plan .

27.The Utilities shall refer tariff disputes tothe Co mmi s sexistimg'fosmal

complaint process.

28.PG&E and SCEshall submit a customer outreach and notification plan along

with associated targets and metrics,in a Tier 1 Advice Letter within 30 daysof

the approval of this Resolution .

29.SDG&E shall submit an updated customer outreach and notification plan with
associated targets and metrics in a Tier 1Advice Letter within 30 daysof the
approval of this Resolution .

30.SDG&E’ s

request t o

fund

$934, 498 from

the 2017 DR Approved Program Budget: $700,000 from Budget Category 4-
Technology Incentive Program and $234,498 from Budget Category 2— Capacity
Bidding Program , was approved . BecauseSDG&E subsequently indicated that
the 2017 funds are no longer available, fund shifting from 2018-2022DR portfolio
Is approved.

31.The Utilities shall implement the verification implementation steps of the Plan as

submitted by the consultant, for Attestation Scenarios 1.

32.The Utilities shall implement the following :
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1 For Attestation Scenario 2:If audited, customers with generators greater than
50 hp (37 kW), must submit to the verification administrator written
operating manifests [as required by the Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) ],
adateandtime-st amped photo of the . Qustomersat or’ s |
with generators less than 50 hp (37 kW), if audited, must submit a load
curtailment plan .225If such documentation cannot demonstrate that the
customer can provide DR other than with a pr ohibited resource output, they
fall under a Type Il violation. For all generators, the verification administrator

canvi sually confirm the resource’s namepl a
operation manifests to DR event dates and outage data, either through adate
and time-stamped photo or a site visit. Other information about the resource
(e.g, single line diagrams, location, capacity, etc.), as required by CPUC Rule
21226 and the California Health and Safety Code (HSC)2%7 can also be requested
by the verificati on administrator .

1 For Attestation Scenario 3: If audited, customers (or their aggregators) must
provide documented and verified nameplate capacity values.

33.Since resources with nonby passable prohibited resources are not capable of

being used for DR events, the Utilities shall indicate that verification for such
resources requires comparison of operational data against power outage data.

225 Per California Air Resources Board (CARB) Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for
Stationary Compression Ignition Engines § 93115.10(a)customers with generators
greater than 50 hp are required to maintain operation manifests and to have a non-
resettable hour logger to show the aggregate number of hours the generator has been
operated. ATCM compliance requirements are enforced by financial penalty fees
depending upon the type, duration, and history of violations at the facility.
226 On-site resourcest hat are connected to a Utility’s dist
enter into an interconnection agreement, but are nevertheless subject to Rule 21
requirements when the resource is operating in momentary parallel operation mode. In
such cases, thaesource must be reviewed and approved by the Utility.
227 Per California Health and Safety Code (HSC) 8§ 119085(b), customers with resources
operating in isolated mode are not required to enter into an interconnection agreement,
but must submit information, i ncl udi ng | ocation, to satisfy ¢tfF
requirements.

99



Resolution E-4906 June 21, 201¢€
SCE, PG&E, SDG&E AL3542E-A et al. and AL 3653-E et al/NG3

34.The Utilities shall indicate, in their relevant contractual agreementsand program
conditions, proportional cost burdens for the verification administrator and Plan
implementation across associated customers, including small commercial
customers.
35.The Utilities shall remove any reference of cost burdensassociated with the
verification plan being born by DRAM customers.
36.The Utilities shall implement a Test Year (2019) installation of an equal
proportion of interval meters and data loggers on customers:
a. Who do not have other onsite load that can beused to reduce load during DR
events;
b. Whose resource is used for baseload generation
cWhose resource is not connected to a
37.The Utilities shall file separate Application swith the Commission to allow
appropriate consider ation and allow for evidence development on the issue of
loggers and meters. The Application s shall be filed by October 19 2018 with the
following information on both Utility and its third  -party -aggregated customers
a. Non revenue-grade and settlement-quality interval generator meters
1.) The full range of models, along with their functionalities, and associated
unit and installation costs;
2.) Description of customers whose resource usage patterns and scenarios are
best evaluated with this meter installation;
b. Revenue-grade and settlement-quality interval generator meters
1.) The full range of models, along with their functionalities, and associated
unit and installation costs;
2.) Description of customers whose resource usage patterns and scenaos are
best evaluated with this meter installation;
c. Cumulative data loggers
1.) Range of models, along with their functionalities, and associated unit and
installation costs;
2.) Description of customers whose resource usage patterns and scenarios are
bestevaluated with a meter installation.
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d. Customer load reduction and incentive profiles for each affected DR program;
and range of meter or logger unit plus installation costs, under the prescribed
scenarios in the below section.

e. Percentage ofcustomers providing the below -listed levels of demand
response capacity (peak demand minus
and the corresponding range (lowest to highest), mean, and median incentive
levels. We provide the below table as a request forinformation on values
below 1 MW, and require the same information in 1 MW increments for
output and load reductions from 1 MW to 20 MW:

X < 10100 kW < x/500 kWwW

IN
N

Incentive Range

Incentive Mean

Incentive Median

% of Customers Providing
Reduction

Range ofNon Revenue-
Grade and Settlement

Quality Meter Cost (per
Resource Unit)

Range ofNon Revenue-
Grade and Settlement
Quality Meter Installation
Cost (per Resource Unit)

Range of Revenue-Grade
and Settlement-Quality
Meter Cost (per Resource
Unit)

Range of Revenue-Grade

and Settlement-Quality
Meter Installation Cost (per

Resource Unit)
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Range of Logger Cost (per
Resource Unit)

Range of Logger Installation

Cost (per Resource Unit)

f. Provide and describe functionalities and associated costs of data loggers that
could, in addition to recording the date, time and cumulative hours of
operation, provide kW output of the resource, as mentioned by the consultant
in its Plan.228

g. Provide and describe functionalities and associated costs of other types of
measurement devices that could act asa proxy to the use of an underlying
prohibited resource. Explain whether such a unit could provide sufficiently
granular informatio n to determine compliance or violation. (For example,
could a building’ s retail meter capture &
event days?)

h. Provide the approximate percentage of demand response participants whose
usage pattern or resource type may require multiple installations of a
measuring device, whether meters or loggers.

I. In a supplemental filing by October 18, 2019,the Utilities shall provide source
data on the Test Year installations, which includes load drop and coincident
prohibited resource output during program event hours as well as baseline
data on load and prohibited resource output outside of program event hours.
The supplemental filing shall also include :

1.) The number of interval meters and data loggers installed;
2.) Resultson the installation of these devices on customers:
a.) Who do not have other onsite load that can be used to reduce load
during DR events;
b.) Whose resource is used for baseload generation
c.)Whoseresourcei s not connected tosyssemUtility’s

228 Nexant, Inc., Draft Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand Response Prqgrams
(June 1, 2017), p. 43
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38.The Utilities shall conduct a workshop on the Test Year installation results no
later than 30 days after the report on the results has been filed.

39.The Utilities’ request to test the install:
Attestation Scenario 2 customers??is approved with modifications , and up to
the budget of $185000and a contingency fund of $37,000 The Utilities are
authorized to fund shift from their 2018 -22 Demand Response portfolios for these
funds.

40.Within 30days of approval of this resolution, t he Utilities shall file Tier 1 Advice
Letters with the details for all fund shifting approved in this resolution. The
advice letters shall demonstrate how the shifting will not exhaust one budget
categoryi n t he Ut 24DRpartlel®es. 201 8

41.The Utilities shall file supplemental Tier 1 advice letters for AL 3653-E ¢ al. with
the final version of the Prohibited Resources Verification Plan for Demand
Response Programs, incorporating relevant amendments as directedherein
with in 30days of the approval of this Resolution. The protest period for this
advice letter is abbreviated to 15 days.

42.The Utilities shall file a supplemental Tier 1 Advice Letter for AL 3542-E-A et al.
that include s all tariffs and contract changes adopted herein within 30 days of
this resolution. The protest period for this advice letter is abbreviated to 15 days.

43.The Utilities shall instruct the third -party verification administrator to conduct
random sampling within each prog ram, with a sample size sufficient to produce
a 90 percent confidence interval.

44.We direct the Utilities to produce a standardized non -disclosure agreementwith
which its third party verification administrator must sign and comply. Any
information obtained by the administrator from third -party aggregator and
DRAM customers are only to be submitted to and collected by the verification
administrator, and not the Utilities. The agreement shall specify thatthird party
cust ome r ssensitne, prépaetary in formation is under seal and not
available to the Utilities; and that s uch information are to bemade available to
the Commission upon request.

29AL 3653-Eetal,p.8
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45, Utilities shall update their tariffs to allow customers to update their attestations
when they switch from prohibited, fossil -based fuels to renewable fuels and vice
versa.

46.Utilities shall require the verification administrator to include in its annual report
instances of operational changes involving fuel switching from renewable to
non-renewable fuels and violations involving reverse fuel switching.

47.Utilities shall include tariff changes that allow customers to update their
attestations for fuel switching, specifically from fossil -based fuels to renewable
fuels, provided such fuels has received renewable certification from the
California Air Resources Board. A switch must be substantiated by
documentation that confirms this operational change.

48.We direct the Utilities and third party aggregators to notify Energy Division of
instances in which DR participants wer e found by the verification administrator
to be in violation of the prohibition, and the resulting actions taken.

49.We direct Utilities to update the DRAM contracts to include the requirement that
attestations be made available to verification administrators and the Commission
upon request.

50.We direct Utilities to require the Verification Administrator to request and store
the relevant supporting documents collected during the course of conducting a
random sample audit (e.g., load curtailment plans, written op eration manifests,
date- and time-stamped photos). The Verification Administrator are to also
conduct the relevant visual confirmation.

51.We direct Utilities to exempt pilot participants (such as those in Supply Side II
DR Pilot (SSP II) and Excess Supply DRPilot (SDP)) from the test installation of
interval meters and data loggers. However, such participants are not exempt
from the prohibition or other verification activities.

This Resolution is effective today.
| certify that the foregoing resolution was duly introduced, passed and adopted at a

conference of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California held on
June 21 2018 the following Commissioners voting favorably thereon:
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[s/ALICE STEBBINS
ALICE STEBBINS
Executive Director

MICHAEL PICKER
President

CARLA J. PETERMAN

LIANE M. RANDOLPH
MARTHA GUZMAN ACEVES
CLIFFORD RECHTSCHAFFEN
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